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Preface 


The investigations undertaken in the present monograph ensued as a 
response to the growing awareness of aporetic constellations in the history of 
Yogacara research. This awareness crystallized particularly in connection 
with my work related to Sthiramati's Trimstkavijriaptibhasya, in the course of 
which I have investigated the sources of a larger part of the terminology 
employed in Tr/TrBh.! In consideration of the specific phenomenological 
models elaborated by Vasubandhu and Sthiramati, it seemed justified to 
place the Trimsika and its Bhasya into the context of "Yogacara-Vijhanavada". 
However, the question that remained open was: which historical horizon is 
thereby actually referred to? — That is, while investigating the terminology 
that had been elaborated it was recognized how various technical contexts in 
TrBh are genetically related to particular earlier works. But, for various 
reasons, no properly defined historical horizon could be regarded as valid. 

On the contrary, in the course of those investigations it had become 
evident that, in spite of being commonly used as a category of idea-historical 
classification, the designation "Yogacara-Vijnanavada" does not really 
possess a definite referential value apart from referring to a considerably 
confused horizon of a number of mutually contradictory assessments of an 
often imprecisely determined body of texts.3 It is, no doubt, correct that we 
have to limit our expectations with regard to the degree of precision that can 
be reached at the present stage in the history of buddhological research. 
Nevertheless, since scientific progress in our historical assessment of this 
important philosophical tradition is demanded as a presupposition for 
adequately understanding the dynamics of its development, it is necessary to 
reflect the unsatisfactory present state, to characterize various factors 
contributing to it and to critically address these with the aim of achieving 
greater clarity, both in terms of the theoretical awareness of the problems 
involved and in terms of the concrete historical solutions provided. 


1 The critical editions of the Sanskrit and Tibetan texts of TrBh were published in Vienna 
2007 (OAW); those terminological historico-philological contextualizations (still to be 
expanded) will appear in connection with an annotated translation of Sthiramati's 
commentatorial treatise as soon as possible (provided ironies of fate keep a low profile). 


2 The attribute "phenomenological" is being employed in a general sense with respect to 
Buddhist scholastic thought where philosophical models are elaborated side by side with 
descriptions of psychological states and dynamics, epistemological discussions, accounts of 
soteriological practices, etc. Abstracted from all references to specific events and personal 
experiences, this type of scholastic thought (in contrast to, e.g., sitra literature with its 
abundance of anecdotic material) proceeds in the form of purely eidetic descriptions, thus 
qualifies to receive the general attribute "phenomenological". 


3 The same can be said for the designations Yogacara, Cittamatra and Vijiianavada used, 
singly and interchangeably, as alternative expressions. 
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Given the fact that the cultural and educational backgrounds of the 
scholars contributing to Yogacara studies are known to differ widely from 
each other, there exists an unavoidable diversity in the degrees of historical 
awareness, on the basis of which contributions are made. To no small extent, 
the general confusion regarding the basic demarcation of the historical 
horizon of "Yogacara-Vijianavada" is precisely due to this difference of 
historical awareness, expanding from an almost complete lack of historical 
differentiation on the one hand, to positions proceeding from what seems 
amount to a sort of "over-historicizing" attitude on the other. In terms of the 
specific heuristic assumptions of individual scholars on various issues, this 
spectrum is naturally much more diversified. But in order to sketch the 
present problem in bold strokes, these purely formal stereotypes may serve a 
useful purpose at this point. While being easily recognizable by any 
experienced Yogacara scholar, they are, of course, by no means meant to 
sublate the desideratum of a differentiated account of the diverse positions of 
leading savants in the field. 

What, for lack of a better term, has presently been designated as an 
“over-historicizing” attitude may express itself as a pronounced tendency to 
explain, even, a natural difference between different elements of a structural 
whole (e.g., the various parts of a given theoretical model) in terms of 
historical differences.!_ Expressed in other words, such an attitude tends to 
interpret a given synchronic? stage of structural diversity in terms of 
diachronic differentiation.? 

In contrast thereto, attitudes of diminished historical awareness 
proceed in reverse direction and tend to reduce diachronic differentiation to 
a single synchronic layer of historically unaccountable diversification. In the 
field of Yogacara studies, the latter type of historical reductionism is, in fact, 
closely associated with the name of Vasubandhu. The representatives of a 
fairly ahistorical perspective consider the name as referring to only one 
Yogacara author, who, moreover, is regarded as the brother of Asanga, 
another illustrious and prolific Yogacara philosopher. Most of what is an 
impressively large corpus of very diversified textual materials is then 
divided into two portions, and the authorship of one part is ascribed to 
Asanga, that of the other to Vasubandhu. In this way, one has succeeded in 
completely eradicating all historical development from the Mauli Bhiimi to 
the Trimsika in one stroke. And one has thereby not only bypassed all the 
problems of intertextual historical relationships, but has actually suppressed 


1 As a matter of fact, there are obviously a number of instances of composite theoretical 
models with a more or less complicated historical genesis (rather well known in this respect 
is the pratityasamutpada model; cf. SCHMITHAUSEN 2000a). But this principle hardly applies 
to every composite model. It is crucial to distinguish from case to case. 


2 Cf. below, p. X n.1. 


3 That is, the very force and focus of a specific historical outlook may overlook that 
components of a model pertaining to a particular synchronic stage do mutually implicate 
each other. 
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the very possibility of understanding the introduction of novel Yogacara- 
Vijnanavada concepts as being solutions to previously aporetic constellations 
of phenomenological description that were overcome by a particular 
traditional continuity in the course of its own development within the larger 
context of mainly Abhidharma and early Mahayana thought. 

Another tendency of interpretation, explicitly posturing as an 
historically informed attitude, provides an even more agonizing twist to the 
horizon of philosophical development than the mere reduction of the second 
Mahayana branch to a single synchronic layer had entailed. Apparently 
without being really aware of the inherent absurdities of the perspectives 
promoted, this interpretation essentially insists upon a reversal of the 
historical relationship between the two main branches of Mahayana (i.e., 
Madhyamaka and Yogacara-Vijnanavada). 

Faced with such a panorama of confusing attitudes dominating the 
field of Yogacara studies, no reliable ground was left for me upon which to 
found the perception of a demarcated horizon within which texts employing 
a specific set of Yogacara-Vijianavada terminology could be located. This 
awareness, originally gained, as said, in the course of investigations related 
to the terminology found in Tr/TrBh, can be reformulated in general 
methodological terms. All Yogacara-Vijndanavada studies are necessarily 
hampered in their validity as long as no reliable foundation is being 
provided for properly understanding texts pertaining to this genre (e.g., 
MSA/MSABh, MSegr/MSegrBh, MAV/MAVBh, Tr/TrBh, etc.) within the 
horizon of "objective-historical" hermeneutic circles, described by W. Dilthey 
in words that may be quoted here for their simple clarity: 


Aus einzelnen Worten und deren Verbindungen soll das Ganze eines 
Werkes verstanden werden, und doch setzt das volle Verstandnis des 
einzelnen schon das des Ganzen voraus. Dieser Zirkel wiederholt sich 
in dem Verhaltnis des einzelnen Werkes zu Geistesart und Entwick- 
lung seines Urhebers, und er kehrt ebenso zuriick im Verhaltnis dieses 
Einzelwerkes zu seiner Literaturgattung.! 


(From single terms and their relationships the whole of a work is to be 
understood. However, a complete understanding of specific details 
already presupposes an understanding of the contextual whole. 

This circle repeats itself with respect to the mode a single work is 
related to the characteristic mental horizon of its author and to the 
development of his authorship. And again it is present in the 
characteristic way a given single work is related to its genre.) 


By referring to Dilthey, the intention, naturally, is not to reduce all the 
problems of understanding a text to his theoretical presuppositions. The issue 
at hand is not the theoretical problem of understanding (and translating) a 


1 W. DILTHEY, "Die Entstehung der Hermeneutik" (1900) in his Gesammelte Schriften, 
Gottingen 1964, volume 5: 316-338; here p. 330. The merely provisional translation is my 
own. 
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text in the light of any hermeneutical theory. At present, we are more simply 
concerned with the text as a structure of technical concepts that is related, both 
synchronically and diachronically, to similar structures.! And Dilthey has 
merely been quoted for his ability to characterize in two simple sentences the 
formal aspect of the problem of understanding with regard to conceptual 
and textual relationships and developments. Expressed in different terms, the 
insight communicated by Dilthey, which is crucial for us, is that technical 
concepts (and texts embodying them) are always to be understood within 
larger units of contextual structures providing their depths of meaningful- 
ness, and within textual frameworks of assimilation and differentiation, both 
in synchronic and diachronic perspectives. Yet to locate any Yogacara- 
Vijndanavada text within a genre (as a specific horizon circumscribed by 
identifiable modes of elaboration) entails the task of demarcating it as 
pertaining to a distinct tradition starting in some way, and at some point(s?), 
to develop a specific set of characteristic technical terms forming the 
constituents of new reflective models of philosophical understanding. 

Not least for the historian of ideas the introduction of a novel concept 
in the course of a given Buddhist tradition’'s development marks a significant 
stage, because its "predecessor" may retrospectively be perceived as an 
aporetic, a philosophically problematic, constellation, which the new concept 
— within a new contextual structure endowing it with meaningfulness — 
attempted to rectify. While such a novel concept may, in a sense, be said to 


1 A synchronic perspective focuses upon a formal system of interrelated elements 
functioning at a particular time, while a diachronic perspective is focused on the history of 
individual elements. Stemming originally from a purely structuralistic research milieu, 
these terms conveniently designate mutually non-exclusive methodological approaches and 
foci, which consider given phenomena within structures of different contextual directions. 
And as such they can likewise be applied to different contextual levels. On the level of 
textual relationships, we can apply both perspectives in order to understand correlations 
between texts (or between chapters of a given text), historical dependencies, textual strata, 
etc. On the conceptual level, we can understand concepts, in synchronic perspective, as 
components of systematic structures reflecting specific stages of philosophical 
development; but we can also diachronically focus on the employment of a technical term 
in its historical development within particular traditional contexts (cf., e.g., the articles on 
the notion of dharma in JIP 32 [2004]). 

Furthermore, particular philosophical concepts forming the subject of our 
investigations may themselves embody both synchronic and diachronic implications. Being 
of a very different order, these implications are then related to the sphere of 
phenomenological description of our classical Indian authors. In other words, their terms 
coined to account for specific features of experiential reality may entail both synchronic 
and diachronic implications, that is, as phenomenological notions. An obvious example is 
the Yogacara-Vijnanavada notion of vijfiana with its diachronic (e.g., momentariness, 
karma-phala-sambandha, etc.) and synchronic (e.g., simultaneity of several levels and types 
of vijriana, simultaneous presence of at least five caittas, etc.) implications. 

Methodologically speaking, the employment of these structuralistic terms is useful 
when it is important to differentiate the descriptive perspectives, while indicating a 
theoretical awareness of the various kinds of contextual implications (directions, levels, 
etc.) one is analytically investigating. 
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preserve the older problem due to the very fact that it embodies the 
problem's solution, its essential function is to manifest a discontinuity, the 
end of a problem. As an older problem existed in relation to a conceptual 
framework constituting a model of understanding that is replaced by the new 
concept, it is clear that the new concept typically gains its own 
meaningfulness in a structural context — or by at least implicitly referring to 
such a structural context — that is different from the older one. 

If I understand Prof Schmithausen, a leading authority in Yogacara 
studies, correctly, it is precisely this awareness which led him to formulate 
the methodological paragraphs 1.7(1) and 1.7(2) in his monograph on the 
concept of @layavijnana (1987). According to these paragraphs, the validity of a 
postulated introductory passage of the concept of @layavijfiana should be 
accounted for by means of two criteria, the first criterion being essentially 
one in diachronic perspective, the second one in synchronic perspective.!_ The 
second criterion demanded the functional structure, endowing the new 
concept with meaningfulness, to render the choice of the concept's name fully 
plausible, while the first criterion required that the introductory passage can 
be demonstrated to constitute a response to a systematical, doctrinal or 
exegetical constellation that had made the introduction of the concept 
inevitable. 

Although arriving at different results, it has to be emphasized that my 
investigations proceed in basic agreement with Schmithausen's methodo- 
logical criteria, which have, in fact, been explicitly adopted as the valid 
standards for evaluating crucial textual passages in this monograph. 


As the Trimsikavijraptibhasya and other texts representing the same stage 
of philosophical reflection evidence, Yogacara-Vijfianavada produced a 
whole new set of theoretical notions, which, however, do not always occur all 
together in one text. This generates the question whether the Yogacara- 
Vijhanavada key terms have arisen together at all. And what kind of 
problems did they address? Can we perhaps even perceive the problems, to 
which these novel concepts provided solutions, as aspects of a more basic 
aporia? In what sense can we define the inception of Yogacara-Vijnanavada? 
Does this expression designate an integral structure of thought as a novel 
stage of philosophical reflection, and can we precisely locate its inception, or 
does it rather refer to historically disparate elements that are sometimes 
found eclectically treated together in a few texts? 

These are some of the fundamental questions that will be considered in 
this study. My aim has hereby been to critically investigate, and to positively 
demonstrate, the possibility of providing a more solid foundation for the 
historical horizon of a specifically defined Yogacara-Vijfhianavada stage of 
philosophical reflection than has hitherto been available. 


1 And, as it will become evident subsequently, the proper conception of the introductory 
passage of a subliminal consciousness turns out to be of significant relevance for 
understanding the inception of Yogacara-Vijnanavada. 
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Yuktisastika (Nagarjuna); ed. in LINDTNER 1982 and, together 
with Candrakirti's uvrtti, in SCHERRER-SCHAUB 1991. 
Yogacarabhimivyakhya; P 5544. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 


1. Before beginning to investigate the inception of Yogacara-Vijfiana- 
vada, in the sense of attempting to identify the historical starting-point of a 
peculiar tradition within Buddhist thought as a whole, the connotative 
horizon of the term Yogacara-Vijnanavada has to be defined. 


The names Yogacara and Vijiianavada (and also Cittamatra) on their 
own, as well as the compound Yogacara-Vijfianavada, are frequently 
employed in buddhological research. They have been used interchangeably 
in a very general sense to designate the second scholastic branch of 
Mahayana (the first branch being Madhyamaka). Though I will likewise be 
concerned with the second branch of Mahayana, for the present purpose the 
usual implications of these terms are too loose. They usually refer to this 
branch in a very unclear fashion, whereby all stages of conceptual 
development, not to speak of textual stratifications, are simply lumped 
together (not least in connection with naive ascriptions of authorship to 
Asanga). Though with the important differences worked out in this study, 
my historical perception of Yogacara(-Vijnanavada) is fundamentally related 
to L. Schmithausen's complex stratification of the Yogacarabhiimi and his 
historical views resulting from it. An acquaintance with Schmithausen's 
theories is thus presupposed on the part of the reader. [see Ex. 1] 


2. As the compound Yogacara-Vijianavada is particularly useful in 
delineating the branch of Buddhist thought, whose inception I intend to 
investigate, it will be employed in a more precisely defined manner. 

In accordance with the general practice, the designative function of the 
notion of "Yogacara-Vijnanavada' is to exclude other buddhological branches 
of thought, such as the Sarvastivada, Sautrantika or Madhyamaka systems. 
However, to indicate this level of distinction, even the terms Yogacara, 
Cittamatra or Vijfianavada would suffice.! 

More specifically, however, the compound Yogacara-Vijnanavada will 
be used to distinguish between a pre-vijfianavada Yogacara stage and a 
Yogacara-cum-Vijfianavada stage. In this respect, the designative function of 
‘Yogacara’ is to connote the origin and early development of the tradition, 
while the same tradition's novel ontological and epistemological turn is 
connoted by the additional 'Vijnanavada’. 

Yogacara-Vijhanavada may not be reduced to vijfanavada, that is, to 
something popularly referred to as ‘idealism’. The phase where it becomes 
the prominent feature of a new philosophical turn to largely dissociate itself 


1 In fact, all these three terms have been used in classical literature (Indian, Tibetan, etc.) 
and are still commonly used to denote this level of distinction in modern literature 
concerned with Mahayana Buddhism. But for some reflections, see SCHMITHAUSEN (1969: 
811n. 2) and DAVIDSON (1985: 50ff. and 126ff.). 
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from much of the traditional ballast first arises with the pramana tradition. 
Yogacara-Vijnanavada does not dissociate itself from its traditional 
background, but reassimilates it. Yogacara-Vijfianavada thus constitutes the 
stage of development in this tradition which begins when the theoretical 
presuppositions for reassimilating older parts of the tradition had been 
developed. Because the Yogacarabhiimi is the main target of these 
reassimilations, it is particularly problematic to define Yogacara- 
Vijnanavada in relation to this vast textual corpus. 


3; Being divided into five parts (Mauli Bhiimi, Viniscayasamgrahani, 
*Vivaranasamgrahant, Paryayasamgrahani, Vastusamgrahani), the two largest 
units of the Yogacarabhiimi are 

(1) the Basic Section or Mauli Bhiimi (MauBh) 

— consisting of 17 parts: some, such as the Sacittika and Acittika Bhimi 

(ed. in Alayav.: 221f.), forming a few lines, others, i.e., the 

Sravakabhiimi and Bodhisattvabhami , being lengthy books — 

and 

(2) the Viniscayasamgrahani, 

supplementing, in corresponding parts, the Basic Section with 

additional investigations. 


On the whole, the Mault Bhiimi represents the tradition's pre- 
vijnanavada Early Yogacara stage. But occasionally it contains interpolations 
of textual materials representing a novel stage of philosophical reflection. In 
some cases (cf. SCHMITHAUSEN 2000), this stage clearly presupposes the 
developments taking place in the Samdhinirmocanasitra. The question 
whether the significant dlayavijfiana interpolations also indicate a stage of 
reinterpretation-qua-interpolation that corresponds to the historical stage of 
Yogacara-Vijnanavada will be taken up subsequently. 

Although the Viniscayasamgrahani does likewise contain older textual 
materials (cf. Alayav. § 1.6.7), it is much more directly affected by the 
Yogacara-Vijnanavada level of reflection, and includes conceptual 
elaborations, which go beyond corresponding thematizations in the Samdhi- 
nirmocanasiitra (cf. Alayav. §§ 5.5.2, 5.6.2ff.). Also significant is the fact that the 
whole Samdhinirmocanasitra is chapterwise quoted in the Bodhisattvaviniscaya- 
samgrahani. In contrast, the Bodhisattvabhimi — being the Maul Bhimi's 
Mahayana section — constitutes an explicit expression of Early Yogacara 
philosophy. 

Thus, the older stages of the Yogacarabhumi can be regarded as the 
scriptural fundament from which Yogacara-Vijfianavada arose and to which it 
looked back for source materials. However, even while growing beyond the 
Yogacarabhimi's original conceptual framework, the Yogacara-Vijhanavada 
tradition has actually preserved the text (although in an "updated" format) as 
part of its identity. [see Ex. 2] 
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4. Whereas the demarcation of Yogacara-Vijndanavada with regard to the 
Yogacarabhiimt is one that is still under construction, other delimitations can 
be drawn with greater ease. The present demarcation shall exclude — apart 
from works pertaining to the tathagatagarbha-corpus (most pertinently the 
Ratnagotravibhaga(vrtti) and its sources; cf. ZIMMERMANN 2002) — later 
trends that assimilated Yogacara-Vijnanavada to Madhyamaka in the way it 
was performed by Santaraksita, KamalaSila and Haribhadra, to name only 
the most well known philosophers engaging in this task. Their favourite 
agama (cf. e.g., ICHIGO 1985: 364f.), the Lankavatarasiitra, is also a pariiculany 
problematic case for the present issue.! 

Works such as MSA, MSgr, MAV and their commentaries fall squarely 
within the area here demarcated by the title Yogacara-Vijhanavada. And the 
hereby intended field of philosophical dynamics may well be considered as 
broad enough to include what later became known (especially as labels for 
criticism) as sakara- and nirakaravada2 within the classical limits of pre- 
madhyamaka-yogacara assimilation. The mere occurrence of the term 
cittamatra in some early Mahayanasitras is, of course, not to be considered as 
being sufficient in itself to allow one to speak of the existence of the system of 
thought characteristically designated as 'Yogacara-Vijfianavada’. [see Ex. 3] 
It should be understood, however, that this designation is not meant to 
suggest a clearly perceptible stage of scholastic homogeneity, but to 
delineate a historically generated field of thought, which — though marked 
off by the conception of a new set of descriptive possibilities, at its beginning 


! Already Bhavya could conclude his critique of the Yogacara-Vijnanavada ontology in the 
appendix to the 25th chapter of his Prajrapradipa with an ironic smile. Having first 
rhetorically introduced the LAS as an accepted agama of his Y.(-V.) opponents, he finally 
quoted (ed. LINDTNER 1984a: 97) the following verse from the LAS (p. 167: III.48 [= X.91]): 


na svabhavo na vijfaptir na vastu na ca alayah | 
balair vikalpita hy ete Savabhittaih * kutarkikaih \| 
There is no intrinsic nature, no noetic constitution, 
no something-being-present, no latency — 
imagined, indeed, are these [notions] 

by infantile idiots, by swollen up dead bodies. 


[* Though sava° seems to have been a problematic reading in the Lankavatarasittra 
MSS, already Nanjio noted that it is clearly confirmed by the Tibetan and Chinese 
translations (as it is by the Tibetan text of the Prajriapradipa quotation)]. — Also 
Candrakirti, at PrasP 262,4f., has quoted this verse. 


2 To provide some references bearing on these distinctions: HATTORI 1968: n. 1.55; 
KAJIYAMA 1976; MIMAKI 1976: index, s.v. and esp. p. 198ff. [= ed. & tr. of the 
]fianasarasamuccaya: Yogacara-section]; ICHIGO 1985/1989; IWATI 1991 (especially section 
1.C.2). 

An interesting Madhyamaka refutation of Yogacara-Vijianavada tenets categorized 
as sakaravada and nirakaravida is found in the Madhyamakaratnapradipa, chapter IV; it has 
been edited in LINDTNER 1986a (section III p. 192ff.) and translated in LINDTNER 1986b (p. 
246ff.). However, on the authorship of the Madhyamakaratnapradipa, see SEYFORT RUEGG 
1990. 
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— is intrinsically complicated, heterogeneous, and full of dynamic 
components still little recognized. 

Though the expressions 'Yogacara' and '‘Vijfianavadin' did actually 
come singly into use among the classical Indian Buddhist scholars to 
doxographically refer to members of particular systems of phenomenological 
elaboration, this seems not to have been the case before the sixth century in 
works of authors like Sthiramati, Bhavya and Yasomitra. [see Ex. 4] 

Moreover, this kind of loose doxographical employment of the terms 
did not entail any clear sense of historical demarcation. 


5. As regards the historical localization of the inception of Yogacara- 
Vijfiianavada, the present task is to identify the initiation of a conceptual 
framework as a meaningful skeleton upon which, figuratively speaking, the 
muscles of logical strength and flexibility, nourished by the blood of 
hermeneutical ingenuity, could grow as they factually did in the course of 
time. In other words, my question is: when, in terms of textual evidence qua 
relative chronology, did it become possible for Buddhist thinkers to reflect 
their phenomenologically interpreted experiences within the framework of a 
new ("Yogacara-Vijhanavada") set of technical formulations that can be 
identified as a self-contained system, consciously marking itself off from 
other trends of thought with a necessarily performed gesture of authority? 


No originality for the present answer as such is claimed. Yet, unlike 
previous assertions pointing in the same direction, my thesis constitutes the 
result of a dialectical process: on the one hand, the historico-philological 
critique of naive traditional assumptions is necessarily supported; on the 
other hand, overexertions of historicizing isolated structural components is 
critically investigated and, where necessary, corrected. 


The thesis that will be defended in the following pages is that the 
Samdhinirmocanasitra [see Ex. 5] constitutes, with sufficiently clear evidence, 
the birth of Yogacara-Vijnanavada by way of producing, as neologisms, its 
characteristic conceptual triplex: 
svabhavatraya - vijriaptimatra(ta) - dlayavijfiana. [see Ex. 6] 

And embodying profound phenomenological theorems these neologisms 
formed the novel epistemological and ontological basis for ensuing 
scholastic efforts of integrative systematization with typical hermeneutical 
features, unknown before this siitra had come to be promoted. This thesis 
may be called the 'Samdhinirmocana-thesis’. 


6.  Disregarding the traditionalistic approaches, there are two main 
trends of historical interpretation that are distinctly related to the present 
question and contain elements standing in opposition to the 
Samdhinirmocana-thesis. The predicate 'main' is hereby meant in a double 
sense: 
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(a) these two trends comprise the only two possibilities to call the 
'Samdhinirmocana-thesis' in question; and they do this, methodo- 
logically speaking, in two different manners 


(b) by analyzing these two trends in their dominant forms — as far as 

the present argument is concerned — other representations following 
similar trends are essentially included; they need not be treated 
separately. 


It should be made clear at this point that none of these trends have actually 
formulated an explicit thesis concerning the origin of Yogacara-Vijnanavada, 
but each has advanced theories on different issues with direct implications 
for the present question. Those two trends are incompatible with each other; 
both have followers, but will be analyzed only with respect to their leading 
exponents. The respective two trends envisaged here are: 


(A) the Lankavatarasittra-theory promoted by C. LINDTNER; 
(B) the Alayavijfiana-theory engendered by L. SCHMITHAUSEN. 


7. (A) The Lankavatarasitra-theory is in favour of completely rejecting the 
Samdhinirmocana-thesis simply by advocating the presence of the major 
Yogacara-Vijhanavada concepts — in my view first occurring in the latter 
scripture — before the production of the Samdhinirmocanasiitra. That is, 
these concepts are thought to have already been produced in textual 
materials regarded as being known to Nagarjuna (LINDTNER 1982: 180; 1992; 
1997: 161, passim) in form of a sort of proto-stage of the Lankavatarasitra (LAS) 
designated as "ur-LAS” by Lindtner (1992). 


8. (B) The Alayavijfiana-theory, which has been developed in a 
buddhological monograph of unprecedented complexity, does not imply a 
wholesale refutation of the Samdhinirmocana-thesis in the sense that it would 
defy the evidence that this sitra stands at the very beginning of the stage 
where one could properly speak of a Yogacara-Vijfianavada stage in contrast 
to a pre-vijfianavada Yogacara stage. What happened in the case of the 
Alayavijfiana-theory is, rather, what I would call a fragmented representation 
of the pertinent evidence by analytically dissecting relevant structural parts, 
focussing on some, while ignoring or underestimating others. At 
thematically significant points there is a tendency, perhaps due to the very 
intensity of the historicizing focus upon isolated elements, to lose sight of the 
structural whole. The result has sometimes been a descriptive correlation of 
the dissected parts in ways, which, at least in my view, are inadequate. 

What has been expressed here in the few words of an all too abstract 
characterization is related to my observation of a methodological pattern, 
which will naturally be addressed at given occasions in the course of my 
critique of the Alayavijfiana-theory (thematic occasions will include, e.g., 
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discussions of the Initial Passage, the Early Yogacara ‘bi-polar bija model’, 
Samdh V.3, etc.). 

The theory itself, as the designation given to it already indicates, has 
to do with only a part of the whole conceptual setting newly staged, as I see 
it, in the Samdhinirmocanasitra. Yet, it is a very important part of the whole, 
and if alayavijriana had not initially occurred in this siétra, my thesis would be, 
if not completely invalidated, at least handicapped. 

Since, however, my investigations have led me to the unavoidable 
conclusion that the model of epistemological and ontological integrity 
associated with the Samdhinirmocana-thesis can, and has to be, defended, 
attention will be drawn to perspectives in view of which this perception can 
be shared with greater clarity. 


Explications 


(Ex. 1] 


Most important is Lambert SCHMITHAUSEN's monograph Alayavijfiana. On the 
Origin and the Early Development of a Central Concept of Yogacara Philosophy, 
Tokyo 1987 [henceforth referred to as: Alayav. ]. 

Cf. also below: Ex. 2. 

Apart from adumbrating a wider field of Yogacara studies, the first 
chapter of Alayav. contains extensive introductory and methodological 
remarks that are valuable and generally valid also beyond the particular 
focus of this monograph. Encountering a critique of his methodology from 
the perspective of a more traditionally minded approach to Buddhist studies, 
Schmithausen has responded with important reflections in Alayav., chapter 8: 
"Reconsideration of some aspect of the methodology of exploring the history 
of early Yogacara literature”. 


Apart from L. Schmithausen among Western scholars, also students 
and scholars (including Asian scholars) working under his guidance, and 
independently N. Aramaki (cf. ARAMAKI 2000: 39) among Japanese scholars,! 
have called attention to problems in connection with stratifying the 
Yogacarabhiimi.2, Although a historical awareness with regard to the textual 


1 In view of the fact that a substantial amount of Buddhist studies is produced in Japanese, I 
have to apologize for my lack of acquaintance with that language, hence for probable 
omissions of pertinent contributions. 


2 While, apart from other scholars based in Asia (such as F. Deleanu and S.-D. Ahn), there 
are also Japanese scholars (to mention in the present connection only H. S. Sakuma and Y. 
G. Muroji), who have produced characteristically high-quality works under the direct 
umbrella of what one might call the "Hamburg School", N. Aramaki seems to have 
developed his theories of stratification formally independently of, though en rapport with, 
L. Schmithausen. The latter, no doubt, inherited the conception of the Yogacarabhimi as a 
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complexities of the Yogacarabhiimi is still at the beginning of being more 
generally accepted among professionals in the field, even traditionalists may 
find it more difficult to disregard the fact that the pertinent elaborations 
providing philological evidence along with historical interpretations 
necessarily demand serious attention. By now,! a position subscribing to the 
fundamental validity of a historical stratification of the Yogacarabhiimi can 
actually not be "overcome" anymore by future research, because denying 
such a stratification can only be based on an ignorance of the pertinent 
research, thus indicate a regress, not a progress.” 

However, questions related to the details of how the stratification’ of 
this textual corpus is to be mapped, or how given interpolations are to be 
interpreted in terms of their semantic and contextual significance, naturally 
form important themes of ongoing and future research. Yet all these 
investigations would take place within — thus reconfirming — the historical 
horizon generally asserted and more specifically elaborated by Schmithausen 
since the late 1960s. 


[Ex. 2] 


Apart from what has been an interchange of ideas and materials with the 
Samdhinirmocanasitra, the Yogacarabhimi has also, besides transmitting its 
elaborations of the novel Y.-V. presuppositions, continued to serve as a 
source of Abhidharma materials for later works pertaining to the Yogacara- 
Vijianavada stage. But it should be clear that, even though it has been kept 
assimilated by the Y.-V. tradition, in historico-philological perspective, the 
Basic Section, or Mauli Bhitmi, of the Yogacarabhimi is at best a proto-Yogacara- 


text "whose development stretched over several generations” from his teacher Frauwallner 
(cf. FRAUWALLNER 1958: 265). However, what Frauwallner had only hinted at has been 
initially elaborated by Schmithausen. 

In the course of the last decade, Schmithausen's achievements, both in terms of his 
original contributions and in terms of the results deriving from his function as a cherished 
“Doktorvater", have likewise begun to be appreciatively assimilated by scholars without 
closer connections to the Hamburg School (cf., e.g., WALDRON 1995, 2003; KRITZER 1999: 
6ff., 13ff.). 


! Evidence for the necessity of assuming a compositional heterogeneity of the Yogdcara- 
bhiimi (with consequences for both its authorship and its historical stratification) had in fact 
already been produced in SCHMITHAUSEN 1969, a groundbreaking study demarcating the 
achievement of a new basis of historical presuppositions for Yogacara studies. 


2 DELEANU 2002 confirms the present position already in the title of his article "Some 
Remarks on the Textual History of the Sravakabhami". See also chapter five and his 
appendix to chapter one in DELEANU 2006; and further the pertinent introductory parts in 
AHN 2003. 


3 Including evaluations of single instances of interpolations (especially with regard to the 
question of whether a possible interpolation is de facto one or not). 
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Vijfianavada work — better yet, an ‘Early Yogacara'!' work — as it does 
either not itself, or only in form of interpolations, contain the characteristic 
terminology of Yogacara-Vijhanavada.? 

Much of the evaluations provided above is, without necessarily being 
completely identical with his views in every respect, mainly based on the 
evidence provided by SCHMITHAUSEN (e.g., 1969: esp. 819ff.; 1969a, 1973, 1986 
[esp. pp. 208, 210, 214f.], 1987 [= Alayav.], 2000c). — For an introduction to the 
literary extent and complexities the designation 'Yogacarabhiimi’ implies one 
may refer to the guidelines provided by the entries of Alayav.: 667ff.; for the 
broad structure of Y, see already SCHMITHAUSEN 1969a: 17ff.5 

It has to be noted, however, that Schmithausen does not reflect his 
textual stratifications in terms of representing distinct features of a 
philosophical development that can be clearly demarcated in the way it is 
presently done. He does not strictly differentiate between an Early Yogacara 
stage and a Yogacara-Vijfianavada stage of philosophical development. 
Indeed, in spite of the fact that Schmithausen himself has strongly promoted 
an awareness with regard to the historical and ideological gap between the 
fundamental corpus of MauBh and the post-Samdh parts of Y, not to speak of 
the gap between MauBh and MSgr, he considers Asanga to be an early 
Yogacara (Alayav.: 189).4 

It seems that Schmithausen makes an incision between Asanga and (the 
two) Vasubandhu(s) in order to speak of early Yogacara and later Yogacara 
(cf. Alayav.: n. 1200). While it is true that Asanga is a pirvacarya for the 
KoSakara, it cannot be overlooked that, in contrast to the gap between MauBh 
and MSgr, the doctrinal differences between MSgr and MSgrBh, or even 
MSgr and Tr, are secondary and would fall within the field of Yogacara- 
Vijnanavada (structuring its inner contours). 

According to FRAUWALLNER (1956: 296), it is another historical incision 


' Adopting Schmithausen's (e.g., Alayav. § 1.2; n. 58) expression 'Early Yogacara’', it will be 
used to technically refer to that stage of Yogacara(-Vijiianavada) that is represented by the 
Basic Section of the Yogacarabhimi. ‘Early’ has the function of distinguishing that stage from 
the later formation of a full-fledged post-Samdhinirmocanasiitra Yogacara-Vijianavada 
somehow developing from Early Yogacara. Furthermore, the 'Early Yogacaras' have to be 
distinguished from those yogacaras, who had already firmly consolidated themselves by the 
2nd century as that general milieu of ‘practitioners of yoga’ in North-West India from 
which Early Yogacara (in the narrower technical sense) may be assumed to have arisen (in 
ways and modes of differention that remain to be investigated). See also below: Ex. 4. 


2 Though, as the various later Y.-V. conceptual innovations retrospectively suggest, texts 
pertaining to the Mault Bhiimi, not least the Bodhisattvabhimi (as a Mahayana text), must 
have slowly prepared the way of seeing the necessity for a new set of technical 
vocabulary. We will return to this issue. 


3 Cf. also, more recently, AHN 2003:, KRITZER 2005: XIIff., and DELEANU 2006: 43ff. 


4 That is, after having, for idea-historical reasons, rightly rejected the traditional view of 
regarding Asanga as the author of Y. In his "Beitrag zu den Vada-Traditonen Indiens", also 
OBERHAMMER (1963: 82ff.) perceives a distinct development between Y and Asanga's AS. 
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that has to be made in order to characterize the development of Yogacara: 
one that distinguishes between the beginnings of a Yogacara school without a 
philosophical system and the creation of such by two individuals, considered 
as historical personalities: Maitreyanatha and Asanga. Thus, along with the 
Bodhisattvabhimi (regarded [op. cit.: 265] as the oldest part of Y), the 
Samdhinirmocanasitra is thought to belong to the beginnings of Yogacara, said 
to be still lacking a philosophical system.! While Schmithausen's research has 
shown that Frauwallner has underestimated the Yogacarabhiimi in its system- 
atic range and complexity, it is evident that Frauwallner's historical assess- 
ment did not distinguish between Early Yogacara and Yogacara-Vijnanavada 
in terms of representing distinct stages of conceptual development. 


[Ex. 3] 
cittamatram bho jinaputra yad uta traidhatukam iti sutrat (V6, beginning) 


Das Universum der ausweisbaren Gegebenheiten meiner originalen Erfahrung 
ist identisch mit dem Universum der ausweisbaren Gegebenheiten meiner rein 
seelischen und zwar eigenseelischen Erfahrung. | (Edmund HUSSERL, HUA IX: 459) 


SCHMITHAUSEN 1973: 175f. referred to the Bhadrapalasitra, translated into 
Chinese as early as in A.D. 179,2, as the probable source of the passage 
"cittamatram idam yad idam traidhatukam. This passage — equating the totality 
of realms/universes accessible to experience with an existential status 
identified as being purely psychical3 — is most well-known perhaps from the 
Dasabhiimikasittra (49,10 [= § VI.E]) where, however, it had only been quoted. 
For the original Bhadrapalasittra passage, see now PrBuSASS 36,21 (kham gsum 
pa ‘di dag ni sems tsam mo); for the broader contextual circumstances of the 
same, the lucid discussion by Paul M. HARRISON (1978) has to be consulted. 
Yet, there are other early texts that are quoted for their cittamatra 
passages, such as the Dharmasamgitisitra (e.g., MAIVr 296) and the Lokottara- 
parivarta (i.e., the sitra anonymously referred to by Vasubandhu right at the 
beginning of his Viméatikabhasya). Cf. further MAIVr 296; BhavKr 217; 
Madhyamakaratnapradipa, chapter. IV, ed. LINDTNER 1986a: 192 (where also the 


1 Cf. also FRAUWALLNER, Kleine Schriften, p. 641. Various aspects of Frauwallner's 
pioneering assertions and evaluations have naturally become somewhat problematic in 
view of more recent research, but this is not the place to generally address the pertinent 
problems; however, we shall keep in contact with Frauwallner's views on the Bodhisattva- 
bhiimi and the Samdhinirmocanasiitra. 


2 By Lokaksema, in the same year in which he translated the Astasahasrika . 


3 Regarding whatsoever universe of experiences as being "purely psychical” (cittamatra) 
entails, naturally, no "parapsychological” connotations. The technical choice of this English 
expression - while adequately conceiving citta as something from which psychic/mental 
experiences arise - has rather been inspired by Husserl's terminology as employed, e.g., in 
his Phenomenological Psychology (tr. J. Scanlon), or in his late article "Phenomenology" for 
the Encyclopaedia Britannica (for online-versions, cf.: www.husserlpage.com). 
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Ghanavyithasitra has been referred to as containing similar statements). 

But all these passages and contexts are historically situated before 
the inception of that trend of Yogacara-Vijnanavada we are presently 
concerned with, however clearly they already had established that the total 
cosmos of cognitive experiences! is to be conceived as a purely psychical one. 

Probably we are allowed to draw some lines of connection descending 
from the Pratyutpanna-buddha-sammukhavasthita-samadhi-sitra to the Samdhi- 
nirmocanasitra via the Bodhisattvabhiimi, which again had linked itself (BoBhp 
227,20f./ BoBhy 332,21f.) to the Dasabhiimikasitra. And proceeding historically 
in the other direction, the Pratyutpanna®-sitra, as HARRISON (1978: 55) has 
suggested, may possibly be synthetically based on prior reflections 
engendered in the Sukhavativyuha? and in some early recension of the 
Astasahasrikaprajnaparamitasitra. 

Thus, although the extent and specific nature of the concrete influence 
remains to be established for each link, we would obtain a minimum of the 
following historical connections of texts: 


Asta/[X]-vyiha —> PrBuSaSS —> Dasa —> BoBh —> Samdh 


It is still another question how far these verbalizations are to be traced 
back to canonical statements such as the one to be found in SN I: 39,10f.: 
cittena niyate loko cittena parikissati | cittassa ekadhammassa sabbeva vasam anvagiti 
(cf. also AKVy 95,22f.). In any case, later. Yogacara-Vijfianavada (e.g., 
MSA151,6f.) did not fail to quote this canonical passage. 


[Ex. 4] 


When the term yogacaira came to be employed with a doxographical 
connotation, at some point in the history of Indian Buddhism, it had already 
been in use for a few centuries without such an association: its connotative 
horizon was one related to spiritual practices, and it designated someone 
engaged in the practice of yoga. 

Nevertheless, even with this primary connotation the term entered 
Buddhism rather late? — its Pali cognate yogavacara is not found in the four 
nikayas and is only "peculiar to the Abhidhamma literature" (cf. PTSD, s.v.). 


' Technically the three 'spheres of [cognitive] constitution’ (dhatu), i.e., that of sensous 
experiences, that of subtle form, and that of formlessness. 


2 The notion of Sukhavativyiha should rather be taken as a reference to the "vyitha-milieu", 
the early existence of which is attested, than to the text Sukhavativyiha, properly speaking, 
since the ascription of its translation to Lokaksema is uncertain (cf. DANTINNE 1983: 14). 
See now the investigations in J. DUCOR 2004 ("Les Sources de la Sukhavaiti, ..."). 


3 Yet, SILK (2000: 277) is certainly right when he disagrees with ROTH (1970: XLIV), who 
had postulated "its origin in the early strata of Mahayana Buddhism‘ after finding the term 
(as a pair togeher with bhiksu/-ni) in Mahasanghika-Lokottaravada texts like the Bhiksuni- 
Vinaya and the Abhisamacarika without being able to trace it in the Pali Vinaya. 
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As DEMIEVILLE's (1954) still unsurpassed study and contextualization 
of Sangharaksa's Yogacarabhiumi has made evident, the notion of yogacara had 
already consolidated itself so much in the 2nd century North-West Indian 
Buddhist milieu, as the most general designation to refer to all the three 
normative personality-categories related to spiritual practice (viz. prthagjana, 
Saiksa, aSaiksa [cf. op. cit.: 398]), that it came to be employed as the most 
meaningful term in the titles of a number of books comprehensively 
outlining its scope of reference (i.e., as corresponding practically to the whole 
range of the marga). 

Apparently stemming from the same milieu of yoga practitioners, the 
standing phrase bhiksur yogi yogacarah occurs in the Revatasiitra as quoted in 
the Sravakabhiimi (SrBhs, 197,12 - 200,20; crit. ed./transl. in SAKUMA 1990, II: 
A.2.1-A.2.8.1),1_ which came to forma part of yet another Yogacirabhiimi. And 
similar phrases are also found in some of the early Mahayanasitras. Thus the 
Kasyapaparivarta speaks of a yogacaro bhiksuh (KP 159,1), whereas the Saddharma- 
pundarikasiitra employs a categorical differention between monks and nuns, 
laymen and laywomen, yogins and yogacaras (SDhPu 6,12: bhiksubhiksuny- 
upasakopasika yogino yogacara).2 

In the course of investigating the notion of yogacara, R. DAVIDSON 
(1985: 126ff.) has screened through Hsiian-tsang's translation (T. 1545) of the 
Mahavibhasa and found that of the more than 60 occurrences of the term “all 
but three relate to yogacara as a term for master meditators" (p. 128). In the 
case of those three exceptions, the references were to slightly divergent views 
on theoretical points as maintained (and explicitly identified in one instance) 
by the BahirdeSakas or Western Sarvastivadins? in contrast to those 
Sarvastivadins that lived in Kashmir, traditionally regarded as the most 
orthodox branch, the Kasmira-Vaibhasikas, doctrinally represented by the 
Vibhasa.4 


1 For a synoptic presentation of SrBh, its historical background and for preliminary 
reflections on its composition in diachronic perspective, see DELEANU 2002 and 2006, 
chapter one. 


2 See further J. SILK's (2000) extensive study, whose scope is far more comprehensive than 
his stated main goal "to try to understand who the yogacara bhiksu is, most especially in 
Mahayana sutra literature” (a significant amount of Japanese research on this notion has 
also been incorporated). 


3 That is, designations such as bahirdesikah and pascatyah ("the Westerners") for groups of 
Sarvastivada monks residing in the larger Gandhara area do primarily refer to geographical 
locations outside the Kashmir Valley (kasmiramandala), the central Sarvastivada-Vaibhasika 
region (cf. AKVy 134,23; 162,17). Yet, pejorative nuances ("provincials, outsiders") may 
easily have become associated with these terms, especially when doctrinal differences 
became more frequent and more pronounced. 


4 The label "Vibhsa Compendia" refers to a complicated horizon of problems (cf. COX 
1998: 229ff.; COx 1995, §§ I. 1-2.). Hence, it may not be easy to determine the relationship 
of the Vibhasa version, which Hstian-tsang had brought from India, to that version said to 
have been first compiled in the 2nd century (i.e., half a millennium earlier). We may 
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In North-West India (larger Kashmir, Gandhara, Afghanisthan, Gilgit) 
new practices of contemplation had evolved (thence spreading to Central 
Asia and China).! In somewhat radical contrast to the previous two most 
dominant (at times competing, at times coalescing) Buddhist models of 
achieving liberation? a shift of emphasis to highly elaborate methods of 
visionary creation and unfoldment (bhavana) gradually developed to define 
what the yoga of the yogacaras practically consisted in. In a lucid introduction 
to his edition and partial translation of the fragments of the Kyzyl> Yoga 
treatise — which in all likelihood "came from KaSmir" (GEYFORT RUEGG 1967: 
157) or its neighbourhood — D. SCHLINGLOFF (1964: 28-56) reconstructed the 
thematic structures of the visionary experiences, which the yogacaras were 
supposed to produce. According to this manual the yogacaras were guided to 
intensify their spiritual zeal with the help of visionary vividness achieved 
through projective meditation exercises, thematically related to con- 
templations of the four elements (dhatu-prayoga), to modes of generating 
repulsion to the physical (asubha-prayoga), etc. Corresponding visionary 
exercises were related to investigations of, e.g., the aggregates of psycho- 
physical factors (skandhapariksa) and the members of the pratityasamutpada 
model. Or they were associated with processes of developing the four 
apramanas, with those of the inspirational contemplations (anusmrti) of the 
Buddha, the dharma , etc. 

Though it is difficult to date this yoga treatise, we may assume that it 
represented a fairly developed state of these methods, one that is more 
similar to the state of development reflected in Buddhasena's Yogacarabhiimi 
(= BYb; translated around 413 A.D. by his disciple Buddhabhadra; cf. 
DEMIEVILLE 1954: 362) than to the state reflected in Sangharaksa's 
Yogacarabhiimi (= SYb; first translated into Chinese in the second half of the 
2nd cent.). The difference between these two texts in terms of their emphasis 
upon contemplative techniques of visualization is considerable. Reflecting 


hardly assume that any references to yogacaras in a 2nd century Vibhasa version would 
imply doxographical connotations, rather than referring to groups of monks, who were 
preoccupied with yoga practices, but occasionally expressed views (in points of detail) that 
were different from the Kashmir specialists in Abhidharma thought (cf. also DELEANU 
1993: 3). In any case, the view — improperly imputed to Davidson by SILK (op. cit.: 287 
[apparently understanding Davidson's “doctrinal” to mean "“doxographical"]) — _ that 
reference is made here "to the Yogacara-Vijnanavada school" would be anachronistic. 


| For the influence of these new practices upon Chinese 5th century meditation texts, cf. 
YAMABE 1999. 


2 That is, in contrast to (a) the path of meditative absorption entailing an increasing 
suppression of all psychic activities with the nirodhasamapatti as (pen)ultimate achievement 
and (b) the path of discriminative insight (prajfia) related to the dharma (as an object of 
cognition to be perceived in particular attitudes). On these two models, cf. LA VALLEE 
POUSSIN 1937; SCHMITHAUSEN 1981; GOMBRICH 1996: 96-135. 


3 Spelling according to The Great Geographical Atlas, Mitchell Beazley Publishers 1982; other 
spellings in different publications include variants like Qizil, Kyzil, etc. 
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this difference has led F. DELEANU (1993), upon whose investigations my 
present remarks are based, to conclude (p. 8) that "in the centuries following 
the compilation of the SYb the Sravakayana yogacaras in North-West India 
became increasingly involved in the exploration and interpretation of the 
psychological phenomena related to the meditative process [in] an attitude 
similar in many ways to the Mahayana visualization samadhis."! 

Parallel to the increase of visionary yoga practices, Demiéville and 
Deleanu registered a growing incorporation, or perhaps rather an 
additional adoption, of Mahayana models of bodhisattva training and 
life-style (be these related to Sunyata-realizations; or to letting karunda super- 
sede upeksa; cf. also MAITHRIMURTHI 1999: 149ff.& 234ff.), without that these 
appendices effected "the basic Sravakayanist framework of the SYb and BYb" 
(DELEANU 1993: 9).2 

Thus, though the appellation yogacara got associated with a variety of 
connotations in the course of time and in diverse environments (only in part 
related to SYb, BYb and MauBh), we have to register that the context- 
specific significances of that notion were not simply interchangeable.‘ 


! Which is of course not to assert that the beginning of Mahayana should be specifically 
related to visualization techniques of meditation. DELEANU himself (2000: 69) says that 
siitras with more or less explicit references to visualizations are "mainly, but not 
exclusively, associated with the Pure Land Buddhism." However, the promotion of such 
methods of contemplation in some Buddhist texts — and even though these practices may 
be particularly designed to lead to an encounter with the Buddhas of the present — does 
not necessarily imply that those practitioners encouraged to engage in such samadhis are 
always identified as yogacaras (e.g., in the PrBuSASS the term is lacking!). On the other 
hand, it is a significant fact, as has been elaborated by DEMIEVILLE (1954: 376ff.), that the 
yogacara milieu, which produced a number of Yogdcarabhiimis, had indeed a strong 
tendency to cultivate encounters with Maitreya, resident in Tusita, as an almost 
indispensible source of inspiration and transformation. 


2 However different and independent from Sangharaksa's and Buddhasena's Yogécara- 
bhiimis the Yogacarabhimi traditionally associated with the "Tusita-visitor" Asanga might be, 
its Basic Section may formally be conceived as still conforming to, or at least as being 
reminiscent of, the pattern of supplementing a basically Hinayana framework 
with a Mahayana appendix (here quite an extensive one in form of the BoBh!). 


3 At some time, the notion of yogdcara referred very generally to anyone practicing any 
stage of a non-visionary path; later, in a different context, it designated an expert in 
visualization techniques; at one place, it is restricted to refer to a Sravakayana monk; in 
another milieu, a yogacara is the bodhisattva per se; etc. 


4 As already referred to, a rich adumbration of this spectrum of connotations is found in 
SILK 2000. It is difficult, however, to agree with J. Silk's conclusion (p. 303): "Our survey 
above seems to suggest that, in the majority of cases, the reference of yogacara does not in 
fact seem to be specific at all. On the contrary, it is rather generic. [etc.]". 

Contrary to Silk's interpretation, the individual references in given contexts may 
indeed become highly specific: that is, the signifier remains the same, whereas the signified 
may be non-exchangeably particular (— two persons may not be equally qualified 
for the same task just because they happen to bear the same name; e.g., for contemporary 
German philosophers the name Max Miiller refers to an existentialist influenced by 
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It should be clear, however that in all these instances the term has not 
yet had any doxographical connotation. 


The earliest evidence of employing yogacira with a clearly doxo- 
graphical connotation seems to stem from the 6th century, where it is attested 
in texts of authors like Sthiramati, Bhavya and Yasomitra.! 

The first doxographer to do so is the Madhyamika Bhavya,2_ who 
could not have cared less for the holy aura constructed around Asanga, the 
great champion in the competitive field of channeling down and elaborating 
the newest philosophical messages by Maitreya, a major spokesman of Tusita 
heaven.? Chapter five of his Madhyamakahrdaya-cum-Tarkajvala is called 
Yogacaratattvavini§cayapariccheda and constitutes a rigorous critique of 
Yogacara(-Vijhanavada) philosophemes.* Bhavya explicitly mentions Asanga 


Heidegger; indologists take the name to refer to a pioneer scholar of their discipline; that is, 
in each context the reference, the signified, is very specific). 


1 Given the doxographical complexity that characterizes the literary production of the 
Kogakara, his works might be felt as an obvious candidate for introducing the notion of 
yogacara within a doxographical horizon. Yet, in works like the Pratityasamutpadavyakhya 
(cf. MUROJI's intro./ed./transl. of the Samskara- and Vijfianavibhanga) and the 
Karmasiddhiprakarana (cf. LAMOTTE's intro./ed./transl.), where the concept of alayavijnana 
is promoted in direct confrontation with the views of other schools, there is no 
doxographical reference to yogacara, not even in his Vyakhyayukti (cf. Appendix 5.2 in 
SKILLING 2000), which contrasts diverse modes of buddhological hermeneutics. 

The AKBh offers two contexts in which yogdacaras are referred to. In one passage, in the 
commentary to AK VI.10, three grades of the yogacara — as a yoga practitioner, who 
employs the psycho-logical technique of asubha-contemplation with growing proficiency 
— are explained. In the other passage (ie. AKBh 197), certain yogacarah are quoted twice 
(ad AK IV.4ab) in a discussion of the nature of riipa. Though also in this latter case there is 
an explicit reference to meditative states (dhyana, samadhi), considered as the standpoint for 
views On riipa ascribed to some yogacaras, these views as such are of course doctrinal views 
(perhaps shared by diverse fractions of yogacaras). And they may have crystallized at other 
places and eventually be identified in the context of the extant Yogacarabhimis. Anyway, 
referring to AKVy 355,19ff.; LA VALLEE POUSSIN (Koéa III: 18 n.1) properly remarks on 
the present passage: "II resulte de la Vyakhya que le terme Yogacara ne désigne pas ici 
l'adepte d'une certaine école philosophique mais simplement l'ascéte". 


2 On the names Bhavya/Bha(va)viveka, see recently D. SEYFORT RUEGG, Three Studies in 
the History of Indian and Tibetan Madhyamaka Philosophy. Studies in Indian and Tibetan 
Madhyamaka Though, Part 1. Wien (WSTB 50) 2000: 12n. 15. 


3 At the beginning of TJ V, Bhavya retaliates and is quick to play out his own trump card in 
the contest for mythological supremacy: the Tathagata's presumed prediction of Nagarjuna 
as his most cherished philosophical hero (the implicit reference is to verses 165-166 in the 
Sagathakam-appendix of LAS). 


4 While the MHK V has been edited by Lindtner (see also his analysis of this chapter in 
LINDTNER 1986b: 239ff.), HOORNAERT (1999, 2000, 2001a, 2001b, 2002) has edited and 
translated TJ V. This fifth chapter of MHK/TJ should be supplemented with Bhavya's 
ontological critique of Y.-V. in the appendix to the 25th chapter of his Prajriapradipa (ed. by 
LINDTNER 1984a and translated by ECKEL 1985). 
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and Vasubandhu; and he constructs his piirvapaksa on basis of materials 
collected especially from MAV and Tr. But, as P. HOORNAERT (1999) has 
made very plausible, the Trimsikabhasya of his contemporary Sthiramati! had 
probably already been available to him, as well. As there are likewise 
paraphrasing references to the BoBh (e.g., MHK V. 82-83 paraphrases BoBhp 
31,17ff.; cf. below Ex. 31 ), it is obvious that Bhavya's (historically inadequate) 
doxographical notion of yogacara includes the pre-vijfianavada Mahayana 
stage.? 

Sthiramati, at one place, refers to yogacaras and distinguishes them in 
view of specific doxographical propositions (MAVT 156,15: Yogacaranam tv 
anyatha vyavasthanam), but he speaks (TrBh *9,4) also of the views of anya- 
Vijnanavadinam. DAVIDSON (1985: 63 n.2) has furthermore identified a passage 
where Sthiramati (in his commentary on MSA) speaks of ‘some Citta- 
matravadins' (sems tsam du smra ba kha cig).3 

Also YaSomitra, another contemporary, refers to both yogacaras and 
vynanavadins with a doxographical connotation (cf. AKVy, WOGIHARA's 
index: ‘Proper Nouns’, s.v.).4 

Candrakirti, in contrast to Bhavya, preferred the designation 
vijnanavadin (cf. PrasP 275,5; 276,2; 445,1; MAvBh 154,18; 163,6; 198,13) when 
criticizing the epistemological and ontological theorems of Y.-V. 


1 KAJITYAMA 1968/69 (cf. also his remark in WZKSO 7 [1963]: 38) discusses the temporal 
relationship between Sthiramati and Bhavya. 


2 The fact that Bhavya is the first doxographer available to us to have critically referred to a 
distinct scholastic Mahayana branch by naming it yoga@ca@ra does of course not mean — as 
SILK (2000: 273 n. 30) seems to assume on basis of an information ascribed to R. Davidson 
— that this branch, which is presently referred to as Y.-V., did not exist already before 
Bhavya (whose floruit may have been around 200 years later than Asanga's). 


3Cf. also HAYASHIMA 1978: 98. 


4 To provide at least a few examples: at AKVy 39,25 he refers to the yogacara position (in 
contrast to others) that manas exists apart from the six ordinary types of consciousness 
(yogacara-darsanena tu sadvijnana-vyatirikto ‘py asti manodhatuh); at AKVy 126,24 he 
introduces a quotation from ASBh (§ 57A) with a reference to the yogacaras; at AKVy 167,6 
he associates the yogacaras with the theory of dlayavijfiana; and at AKVy 281,27 he refers to 
yogacara aryAsanga-prabhrtayah ..., thereby identifying the ones whom Vasubandhu (AKBh 
197,15) had referred to as "the earlier masters" (piirvaciryah) [i.e., YaSomitra clearly 
establishes a temporal gap between Asanga and the Kogakara]. The occasion on which 
YaSomitra employs the term vijfianavadin as a doxographical reference is likewise 
interesting: the context is a staged discussion (AKBh ad AK I.42cd) between various schools 
about whether the eye or consciousness perceives forms; and YaSomitra says (AKVy 80,29) 
that here Vasubandhu (= dcarya) responds to the Vaibhasikas, while siding with a 
vijnanavada position, which had been rejected by the Vaibhasikas: evam vijfanavadini 
pratisiddhe tatpaksam a@caryo grhitvaha ... . 
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{Ex. 5] 


As long as a single authorship is assumed for the whole of the Yogacarabhiimi 
(as well as for a few other significant Y.-V. works) and ascribed to Asanga, 
the Samdhinirmocanasitra's position as the most obvious agama candidate 
providing the novel conceptual framework — subsequently to be elaborated 
by Y.-V. scholars with Asanga at their head — may almost be taken for 
granted. In addition to placing the promulgation of the sitra directly into the 
mouth of the Buddha, this corresponds to the attitude that has been 
traditionally adopted in the Chinese and Tibetan reception of Buddhist 
history (probably reflecting the attitudes of Indian informants). As such, it is 
one that has considerably influenced the state of information in certain 
quarters of modern scholarship. Some of these classical Indian informants 
_ (such as Paramartha) obviously enjoyed the open ears of their faithful 
listeners and did not fail to develop very clever ideas about the period in the 
life of the historical Buddha in which he promulgated this sutra (cf. 
DEMIEVILLE 1936: 655). In view of such transmitted accounts, the more faithful 
traditionalists among contemporary scholars may, naturally, not feel 
particularly inspired to question the historical homogeneity of the sitra asa 
single piece of authoritative assertion. 

Already LAMOTTE 1935 had arrived at quite a different perception on 
basis of a very intensive and extensive acquaintance with the pertinent textual 
materials. In the introduction to his edition and translation of the 
Samdhinirmocanasitra, he made it clear that a single historico-philological 
look at the various versions of the bits and pieces which had been translated 
into Chinese at different points of time (cf. his list on p. 8f.) had revealed to 
him that this siitra should be conceived as constituting a "collection de 
morceaux d'origine et de date différentes" (p. 17). 

Unfortunately, however, when he arrives at the point of evaluating his 
evidence in terms of historical dates (p. 24f.), Lamotte does not show any sign 
of having resolved the following confusion: the basis of his "evidence" are 
the various partial and complete translations of the Samdhinirmocanasitra into 
Chinese. They stem from the 5th and 6th centuries. But he had likewise to 
admit that Asanga —- whom he accepts as the author of the Yogacarabhiimi and 
ascribes to the 4th century — had the whole of the Samdhinirmocanasitra 
before himself already, since it is chapterwise quoted in BoBhVinSg (cf. 
Alayav. 1.6.3. and below, my note to § 19) What Lamotte does on basis of his 
"evidence" is to postulate a (proto-)formation of the Samdhinirmocanasitra, 
which is supposed to have existed in bits and pieces already in the 2nd 
century,! then to achieve the transmitted actual state at the beginning of the 
3rd century. Needless to say, the distinction here between evidence and 
conjecture somehow collapsed. This confusion is enlarged when Lamotte 
(ibid.) assumes a further gap of almost a whole century between the 


' LAMOTTE 1935: 25: “Samdhinirmocana s'est constitué par piéces et morceaux au cours du 
second siécle". 
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completed production of this siitra and the origin of classical systematization 
of Y.-V. thought, which he places at the end of the 3rd, or at the beginning of 
the 4th century, and into the hands of Maitreyanatha (considered by him as 
the historical teacher of Asanga).! 

Already DEMIEVILLE (1936) in his review of Lamotte's work on the 
Samdhinirmocanasitra has demonstrated that the various, relatively late 
Chinese translations of this stra do not offer any evidence whatsoever as a 
basis for attempts to stratefy a Sanskrit original of the 2nd or 3rd century. 

Nevertheless, given the siitra's peculiar division of its discourse 
program, it is obvious that any evaluation of a structural analysis of the 
Samdhinirmocanasittra — and such a structural analysis has likewise been 
performed in Lamotte's introduction (op. cit. 21ff.) — has to account for 
distinct composite parts in form of thematic centers of gravity relegated to 
different chapters. Whether one agrees with Lamotte's structural analysis into 
three blocks (chpts. I-IV, V-VII, VIII-X) is a different matter. Another question 
again is how — without taking recourse to those Chinese data discarded 
already by DEMIEVILLE — one evaluates the structural evidence in terms of 
possibly representing components of historical heterogeneity. 

The character of chapters I-IV resembles that of Prajriaparamitasitras, 
and in substance they offer nothing new in relation to these sitras. In this 
respect, these chapters are radically different from the subsequent ones. 

But can we, simply because chapters I-IV reconnect with the 
Prajfiaparamitasittras and do not contain anything substantially new, conclude 
that these chapters are demonstrating a historical stratification and assume 
distinct layers of compositional activities pertaining to the stitra as a whole? 
We can only do so with any degree of implicit certainty, if structural 
differences have to be interpreted, at all costs, as historical evidence for 
compositional stratification.? 


1 It should be clear, however, that LAMOTTE (op. cit.: 14) — notwithstanding his theory of 
stratification — follows in the footsteps of E. OBERMILLER (AO XI: 93ff.), whom he quotes 
at some length in the preface (p. 16) to his ed./transl. of Samdh, and considers this siitra to 
"marque une étape nouvelle dans l'évolution de la philosophie bouddhique. II sert de 
transition entre la littérature de Prajnaparamita et les traités de l'école idéaliste Yogacara”. 


2 Thus, it is nowadays more than questionable whether FRAUWALLNER's compositional 
evaluation of Samdh is so perfectly evident, as he thought, when in his Philosophie des 
Buddhismus (dedicated to his friend Lamotte), without adducing even the slightest 
argument, he could say (1956: 280): 
"Bei diesem Werk ist ausserdem interessant, dass es noch deutlich Spuren seiner 
allmahlichen Entstehung zeigt und so gewissermassen den Gang der allgemeinen 
Entwicklung der Schule widerspiegelt. Seine altesten Teile folgen ganz der Art der 
Prajnaparamita-Texte, wahrend in den jtingeren die neuen philosophischen 
Gedanken und die Erlésungsscholastik der Yogacara-Schule zu Wort kommen". 
Given his fairly simplifying reflective procedure, the question arises whether Frauwallner's 


"evaluation" does not rather express the unquestionable adherence to a collective scientific 
prejudice — to that of the historico-philological paradigm, gaining dominance in the 19th 
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The question of dating its origin apart,! the Samdhinirmocanasitra has 
generally been recognized as a literary production with an admittedly very 
special philosophical agenda at its core. This agenda, that is, the promotion of 
a sequence of interrelated novel interpretations concerning ontological, 
epistemological, psychological and ethical categories has, as I see it, played 
an important role and significantly influenced the compositional structure of 
this stitra. In order to address an intended socio-intellectual milieu with 
novel ideas its authors may have felt the need of establishing a necessary 
preliminary rapport by means of, first of all, evoking a familiar prestructure 
of understanding as a rhetorical device for the sake of ensuring a certain 
amount of receptivity before feeding the audience with small, chapterwise, 
administered doses of a completely new terminology. In other words, 
obvious rhetoric diversity may very well be understood in terms of 
structural and compositional integrity, especially in the case of the Samdhi- 
nirmocanasitra. 


Now, unless weighty evidence is adduced to prove the contrary, we 
shall have to assume 

(1) that the historical gap between the composition of the Bodhi- 
sattvabhiimi and that of the Bodhisattvabhiimiviniscayasamgrahani is one which 
obtains for the continuum of a particular socio-intellectual milieu of 
Yogacara thinkers and, given we can agree on this, 

(2) that this gap is one which may actually be described in terms of 
representing an intellectual transition from the BoBh level of conceptual 
implications to that of the BoBhVinSg (here understood as forming an 
integral part of the VinSg as a whole). 

Furthermore, given the acute eagerness with which the whole 
Samdhinirmocanasitra has been swallowed in a single bit by the BoBhVinSg, 
we may likewise assume 

(3) that the new philosophical agenda embodied in the Samdhi- 
nirmocanasitra was felt as rather compatible with the intellectual milieu of the 
monks associated with the BoBhVinSg and 

(4) that this agenda had not yet been available at the time of the 
composition of the BoBh. 


Provided these four assumptions are correct, we have gained not only 
a temporal span for a relative dating of the Samdhinirmocanasiitra, but also a 
vitally significant horizon within which it might be possible to meaningfully 
account for the necessity of producing this stra by way looking at the 


century and prevailing until alternative paradigms of textual understanding slowly gained 
ascendancy in the latter half of the 20th century. 


! The middle of the 3rd century may serve as a convenient orientation. 


2 In spite of my reformulations, these fundamentally reflect SCHMITHAUSEN 1969: 822f.; 
2000: 245f.; Alayav. § 1.6.3. 
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philosophical aporias that stimulated its production for the sake of solving 
them. 

In what follows these four assumptions are taken as a plausible 
working-hypothesis! for the ensuing discussions of historical relationships 
and idea-historical developments. Resultant stringencies may retrospectively 
be interpreted as instances validating the working-hypothesis. 


[Ex. 6] 


The characterization of Yogacara-Vijndanavada as a self-contained system 
theoretically founded on a functional triplex of phenomenological notions, at 
its inception, does, naturally, not imply that it resisted future modifications, 
further combinations, and scholastic reinterpretations. Rather, it is conceived 
as the very impulse to such ones. 

It may be considered as rather well established that the concepts of the 
three svabhava/laksana (cf., e.g., FRAUWALLNER 1956: 281; SCHMITHAUSEN 
2000)2 and vijfiaptimatra(ta) (cf. SCHMITHAUSEN 1984: 435; ARAMAKI 2000: 58) 
have been introduced in the Samdhinirmocanasittra. However the question 
concerning the text and context providing the concept of dlayavijniana, for the 
first time, has received a diversity of answers (cf. Alayav. § 1.6.1). 


To add some further considerations: although the concepts of Klistam 
manah and a@$Srayaparaourttih (-parivrttih) are likewise pertinent to Yogdacara- 
Vijfianavada in general, their initial employment has not been directly 
relevant for the inception of this novel philosophical turn as a coherent 
system. 


! This is not the same as asserting that a single anonymous author has composed the siitra 
all at once; but it assumes that the margins for possible stratification are quite narrow. 

As I am de facto concerned with only the introduction of the notional triplex of alaya- 
vijfiana, svabhivatraya (to be specified below) and vijfiaptimatra(ta), it would for the 
present purpose be even sufficient to merely assume the title Samdhinirmocanasiitra to refer 
to a textual unit that elaborates these concepts in different, more or less interrelated, sections 
of an integral composition. Most strictly speaking, it is therefore only with these limited 
implications that validity for the "Samdhinirmocana-thesis" is claimed. 


2 E. CONZE and Sh. IIDA (1968) have published a Prajfiaparamitasiitra-passage that speaks 
of three noetic structures (akara), by means of which a bodhisattva is engaged in the 
perfection of intuitive discernment (tribhir Maitreya aka@rair bodhisattvena mahasattvena 
prajfiaparamitayam carata ...; op. cit. § 37). Being also referred to by Haribhadra (AAA 
47,12ff.: tat [= vijnanam] punas trividham riipam ...), this threefold noetic structure should 
enable the bodhisattva to distinguish all dharmas (starting with ripa up to the 
buddhadharmas) in terms of three phenomenological qualities respectively designated as 
parikalpita, vikalpita and dharmata. 

Introducing their edition of this passage dealing with "Maitreya's Questions", 
CONZE/IIDA have explicitly pointed out that it occurs only in the "revised version" 
of the ParicavimSatisahasrika, that is, as an obvious later interpolation. Needless to repeat, 
in the broader context of the Prajriaparamitasitras as a textual category these interpolated 
materials stick out as a remarkably foreign element. 
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(1) The expression Klistam manah does not occur in the Samdhinirmoca- 
nasiitra, but, presupposing the formation of the concept of @layavijfiaina, it has 
been introduced as such only later (cf. Alayav. § 7.1A [and esp. n. 913)). 

Yet, the negative aspect of the self-centricity of consciousness, which 
has become stronger explicated by adding the attribute Klista to manas, has 
even in traditional Sravaka sources been implicitly entailed, though in a 
clearly restricted sense of conceptual elaboration. 

For example, JOHANSSON (1965: 183ff.) emphasizes the instrumental 
and active nature of Pali mano as the center of conscious processes. And 
PIERIS (1980: 214) calls mano the "noetic centre" (as Krimaya-citta, “noetically 
active consciousness"). PIERIS clarified that citta (which could conventionally 
be designated as atta, [one's] self") is called bhavanga when noetically 
inactualized, whereas its noetically operative moments coincide with what is 
also referred to as mano (op. cit.: 215). 


(2) R.M. DAVIDSON (1985) has produced a rich monograph on the term 
aSrayaparturttih/-paraorttih in which he has analyzed, with a rare clarity for 
thematic variations,! the contextual surroundings and implications of this 
‘fundamental transformation’ (as he translates aSrayaparaortti/-parivrtti). 

Preceding Davidson's monograph, a rewarding study of this concept 
had already been offered in note 34 of SCHMITHAUSEN's "Nirvana-Abschnitt" 
(1969a: 90-104) to which DAVIDSON had access. 

Another important monograph on the concept of a@$rayapariurtti was 
produced by H. S. SAKUMA (1990). Sakuma's achievement represents a 
reliable level of reflection with respect to both the critical treatment of the 
available sources and the historical awareness applied: he concentrates on the 
whole textual corpus of the Yogacarabhimi (in form of an introductory 
monograph followed by critical editions and translations of the relevant 
sections). And because he is able to correct Davidson's pertinent historical 
errors, it is actually first with SAKUMA that a proper basis for an historical 
evaluation of the notion of @rayaparivrtti has become available. 


DAVIDSON (op. cit.: 131f.) seems to accept, in spite of his knowledge of 
the compilative nature of the Yogacarabhimi as a whole, the popular ascription 
of authorship to Asanga, "although the entire corpus was probably edited by 
him after it was completely finished, and it contains numerous cross- 
references” (op. cit.: 132). Perhaps DAVIDSON's acceptance of authorship has 
been due to a simple inadvertance, since he nowhere explicitly rejected the 
working-hypothesis — going back to FRAUWALLNER — of considering the 
Yogacarabhimi as an “allmahlich gewachsenes Schulwerk" (GCHMITHAUSEN 
1969a: 20), implying that Asanga received most of the textual materials from 
his predecessors, however much he (possibly) redacted them. This 


1 Davidson's historical perspective is still blurred, not least with regard to the position of the 
Yogacarabhimi (and thereby especially the distinction betwen MauBh and VinSg) in the 
history of Y.-V. 
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inadvertence had the unfortunate consequence of regarding Samdh X.1-2 as 
"the earliest mention and locus classicus of aSrayaparivrtti" (op. cit.: 383). 

The evidence produced by DAVIDSON himself (cf. esp. part II, chapters. 
3 and 4) — already earlier by SCHMITHAUSEN! — and subsequently in 
SAKUMA's foundational studies and editions shows that earlier parts 
(MauBh) of the Yogacarabhimi contain many occurrences (esp. in SrBh) of the 
concept of @$srayaparivrttih. This is one of the reasons why it is not 
immediately contributive to the inception of Yogacara-Vijhanavada. 

That is, the term is not at all specifically related to the Y.-V. system,? 
even in a Yogacara context. Representing a pre-vijfianavada stage, it says, e.g., 
at Y 27,1f.: parinirvanakile punar visuddhanam yoginam parivrttagrayanam 
sarvaklistadharmanirbija aSrayah parivartate.> 

Moreover, this notion is also not the exclusive property of the larger 
Yogacara(-Vijnhanavada) branch as such. For example, AKBh 232,25f. refers to 
somebody (here a Vaibhasika) arisen from the Way of Seeing the Truths 
(darsanamarga). On this occasion, Vasubandhu says that for such a practitioner 
— insofar as that, which is to be abandoned by way of intuiting [the truths], 
has in fact been abandoned without remainder — a new conscious continuity 
comes about, being the immaculate state of the transmutation’ of one's 
existential foundation (darsanamar ga-vyutthitas yaSesa-darsana-prahatavyaprahanat 
pratyagrasraya-parturtti-nirmala samtatir vartate). YaSomitra glosses a$raya in this 
case by Sarira (AKVy 395,2; while the phrase abhinava aciravyutthitatvat serves 
as a gloss on pratyagra). 

In another chapter of AKBh, and with reference to the Sautrantikas, the 
notion of araya is meant to refer to atmabhava (AKVy 147,6; as it is also the 
case at TrBh *8,14; cf. further Alayav. n. 1009). And when here in this context 
the paraurtti (= anyathabhitta, AKVy 147,7) has occurred,> then, because — 


1 E.g., 1969a: 93, referring to BoBhw 368,3ff. [BoBhp 223,20ff.], he speaks of "einer der 
altesten Stellen an denen der Terminus (a@$raya)- parivrttih bereits in philosophisch-termino- 
logischer Verwendung auftritt”. 


2E.g., by getting explicitly related to an interpolated occurrence of alayavijfiana in Y. 


3 Apparently based on SCHMITHAUSEN 1969a: 99u, DAVIDSON 1985: 222, n. 10. reads: ... 
sarvaklistadharmabijasrayah parivartate; but this passage has received further reflections: cf. 
Alayav. n. 591 & p. 696 [ad n. 591] and SAKUMA 1990 II: 145 (here also transl.). 


4 Though paraortti/parivrtti may literally be taken to denote a 'reversal' or a ‘revolution’, I 
have adopted Schmithausen's suggestion (cf., e.g., Alayav.: n. 1337; SAKUMA 1990: 1f.) of 
translating this technical notion by the term ‘transmutation’ — a word which inter alia has 
the advantage of reflecting, according to the requirements, both connotations of either 
denoting the process orthe accomplished state of ‘transmutation’. 


> Le., when all the psychic dysfunctions (klega) that are to be abandoned by the capacities 
inherent in both the dargana- and bhavanamarga have been removed, and when these 
dysfunctions have no more capacity to rearise (cf. AKBh 63,21f.: afrayo hi sa aryanam 
darsanabhavana-margasamartyat tatha paravrtto bhavati yath@a na punas tatpraheyanam 
klesanam praroha-samartho bhavati). 
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similar to the rice-grain burned by fire — this existential basis has become 
one that has no potentiality for psychic dysfunctions, it is called 'one which 
has the psychic dysfunctions eliminated’ (ato ‘gnidagdha-vrihivad abijibhita 
asraye klesaina@m prahinaklesa ity ucyate; AKBh 63,22f.). 

Again, a completely different context availing itself of the concept of 
asrayaparturtti is the tradition in which the matrix of a (potential) tathagata — 
i.e, one that is still wrapped up in unreleased psychic dysfunctions 
(avinirmukta-klesakoSas tathagatagarbhah ; RGV 79,10) — is made the dominant 
theme.! According to this tradition, it is due to a dissociation from those 
adventitious defilements (@gantuka-malebhyo visamyogat) that its original 
purity (prakrtivisuddhih), being that of the original nature of the psyche as clear 
light (prabhasvarayas citta-prakrteh; RGV 80,17), reappears.? 

Not wishing to enter the complexities of the tathagatagarbha-ontology 
developed in this textual corpus of the Ratnagotravibhaga(vyakhya),> let it be 
merely pointed out that also here it is the case that the immaculate Being-as- 
such (tathata) is established as the (accomplished) transmutation of the 
existential foundation,4 because the defilements of (ie: in) all noetic 
structures (akara) have disappeared in the sphere of cognitive constitution 
(dhatu) that is without reifying anticipations (anasrava)> (RGV 79,2: nirmala 
tathata ... anasrava-dhatau sarvakaramala-vigamad a@$rayaparivrttir vyavasthapyate). 
— On a§raya, see Alayav. n. 796 (thence further). 


' Given that, for example, neither the notion of arayaparivrtti (not even mentioned by 
Zimmermann) nor that of luminosity (prabhasvara) characterizing the buddha-nature (cf. 
Zimmermann's chart on p. 51f.) do occur in the Tathagatagarbhasitra, it is perhaps slightly 
exaggerated, if — despite otherwise superb investigations of so many details — ZIMMER- 
MANN (2002: 84) writes:"The TGS can be said to have been of utmost importance for the 
tathagatagarbha theory, inasmuch as it coined its basic vocabulary and illustrated by use of 
vivid imaginary the fundamental relation between the buddha-nature in living beings and 
the klegas." 


2 On the natural luminosity of citta, see especially the fourth part ("La Luminosité naturelle 
de la Pensée" [pp. 409-454]) of SEYFORT RUEGG 1969. 


3 The third part ("La théorie du tathagatagarbha", comprising seven chapters) in SEYFORT 
RUEGG 1969 is still the best treatment. 


4 Cf. also SEYFORT RUEGG 1969: 257f., 421f. 


5 On asrava, see below § 62 n.. 


I.A. EXAMINATION OF THE 
Lankadvatadrasitra-THEORY 


I.A.1 INTRODUCTORY REMARKS 


9. The Lankavatarasittra is known as a text that has a very complicated 
textual history displaying a number of strata, heterogeneous and contra- 
dictory assertions in different contexts, controversial connections and 
identifications of concepts known from earlier, mutually exclusive, sources 
(cf. TAKASAKI 1980, 1982). In view of this general philological state of affairs, 
the assumption of some sort of proto-stage(s) preceding the textus receptus is 
a rather plausible, if not necessary, hypothesis. And it would agree with the 
common philological way of handling a text, if one would identify the 
earliest stage of LAS — as soon as it could be more or less clearly 
disentangled from the rest — as "ur-LAS". 

Though TAKASAKI (1980) has produced some initial observations 
concerning earlier and later portions of LAS, at the present stage of research, 
it appears to be somewhat difficult to identify the designation "ur-LAS" with 
a specifically circumscribed textual body. Not to speak of a textual body that 
existed decades, or even centuries, prior to the first Chinese translation (in 
443) of a text corresponding to Chapters II to VIII of the extant LAS.! In other 
words, it is at this point still impossible to discuss whether Yogacara- 
Vijanavada concepts do occur in an as yet only designatively 
postulated ‘ur-LAS'. Before serious attempts have been made to 
account for reasonable deliminations marking off the validity of the label 
‘ur’, we cannot say what the earliest stratum included. On the contrary, a 
rather vital question for attempts of stratification has to be: if at all, under 
which conditions could any parts of LAS containing Y.-V. concepts belong to 
an early, let alone the earliest (='ur'), stratum? 


10. As already indicated,? the term cittamatra is not in itself indicative of 
the inception of the system of Yogacara-Vijhanavada we are concerned with 
here. Hence, it would be quite acceptable without invalidating the Samdhi- 
nirmocana-thesis, if Nagarjuna had indeed somewhere expressed his 
acquaintance with this term. And, strictly seen, I am presently not even 
concerned with the question of whether Nagarjuna had, or may have had, 
any acquaintance at all with larger portions of an ‘ur-text’ nowadays found 
incorporated in the vulgate of LAS. But, as, in my view, no other dgama 
source produces the characteristic triple conceptual model of systematical 
Yogacara-Vijnanavada thought (i.e., three svabhava/laksana [as correlated to 


1 Then also known under the name of Sarvabuddhapravacanahrdaya. 


2 Cf. above, Ex. 3. 
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three forms of nihsvabhavata | - vijriaptimatra(ta) - alayaviyfiana) before the 
Samdhinirmocanasiitra, the basis for Lindtner's assumption, which ascribes a 
historical priority to the Lankavatarasiitra, needs to be investigated. [see Ex. 7] 


The only "basis" I am aware of is a circular structure of argument 
produced by Lindtner: two texts ascribed by him to Nagarjuna contain Y.-V. 
concepts; and the only scriptural authority (agama) that may have served as 
Nagarjuna's source is supposed to be LAS, since the only other scripture 
coming into question as containing the technical terminology concerned (i.e., 
Samdh) is certainly later. — On the other hand, LAS (as ur-LAS) is supposed 
to be an early agama predating Nagarjuna and to contain the problematic 
concepts, because already Nagarjuna quotes and paraphrases them at this 
early stage. 


The quickest way to break out of this circle is to invalidate the 
ascription of the Acintyastava and the Bodhicittavivarana to Nagarjuna, the 
MMkK-kara.! 


Explication 
[Ex.7] 


Presently I remain restricted to texts that contain Y.-V. terminology and have 
been ascribed to Nagarjuna. 

But Lindtner quotes also from other works of Nagarjuna and refers to 
parallel passages in LAS. Though Lindtner's horizon for finding parallel 
passages is the whole of the extant LAS, the historical priority of the sitra is 
taken as given each time. As Lindtner has never investigated, nor even 
preliminarily proposed, the scope of his presumed "ur-LAS", the 
methodological premise of his procedure seems to take for granted that any 
parallel passages occurring both in Nagarjuna's works and in LAS must 
Originally belong to an ur-LAS. This procedure amounts to what P. 
WILLIAMS (JIP 12 [1984]: 92) called "to beg the question". 

LINDTNER (1982: 172f.; 1992: 259f.) has likewise accepted an anthology 
of sutra quotations, that is, the version of a Sitrasamuccaya containing four 
quotations from LAS, as having been compiled by Nagarjuna. Of course, in 
the absence of any compelling internal criteria it is not difficult see that any 
Devadatta could have made such a compilation. But as already Candrakirti 
(cf. DE JONG 1979: 542) included this title in a list of works associated with 
Nagarjuna, there are other modern scholars who share this ascription (thus 
Lindtner's postulate that already Nagarjuna knew the LAS), notably Bhikkhu 
PASADIKA (cf., 1996: 14), the German editor of Nagarjuna’s Sutrasamuccaya. A 
Critical Edition of the mDo kun las btus pa, Copenhagen 1989. 


' Unless otherwise specified, the use of the name Nagarjuna refers to the author of MMK. 
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It is noteworthy that the LAS passages in this anthology are quoted as 
stemming from the Lankavatarasittra, whereas Gunabhadra's earliest Chinese 
translation (443 CE) is “entitled or characterised as the Sarvabuddhapravacana- 
hrdaya" (TAKASAKI 1980: 340). And also Vasubandhu did not yet identify the 
source of his quotation as Lankavatirasitra, when in his Vyakhyayukti (P 5562: 
123b5ff.) nine verses are quoted that are found in the extant gatha appendix to 
LAS (X.135-137 & 150-155). In contrast, quoting the Samdhinirmocanasitra in 
the preceding lines of the very same hermeneutical treatise, Vasubandhu has 
properly identified his source by name. 

At the beginning of the 5th century, Yogacara-Vijianavada specialists 
do not yet indicate any knowledge of the name Lankavatarasitra while 
handling materials from the textual corpus,! which only subsequently will 
frequently be referred to by that name.? On the other hand, ascribing the 
extant Sitrasamuccaya to him means that, several centuries earlier, already 
Nagarjuna is supposed to have known the sitra by that name and to have 
quoted it as an authoritative scripture (agama). 

Within the framework of such historical constructions the respective 
roles of the Samdhinirmocanasittra and the Lankavatarasittra have likewise been 
reversed: compared with LAS, Samdh is now said to offer little that is 
original. According to LINDTNER 1997: 171, the concepts of both the three 
svabhava and cittamatra have merely been taken over by the Samdhinirmocana- 
siitra and just been given new names. He thinks (ibid.) that "the most original 
feature of SN is not its doctrine about laksanatraya and vijfiaptimatra(ta), but 
rather its doctrine about the three kinds of nihsvabhavata". 


Apparently taking Schmithausen's @layavijfiana theory already as 
hardcore fact — unlike Schmithausen himself, who regarded it as a plausible 
hypothesis (cf. Alayav. §§ 1.2; 3.0.1) — the notion of dlayavijfiana has not even 
been regarded as worthy of consideration. In Lindtner's hands the historical 
significance of the Samdhinirmocanasitra has been diminished to little more 
than zero, i.e. to the single plagiaristic feature of trying "to assimilate the 
Madhyamaka doctrine of Ssinyata@ to the Yogacara one of svabhavatraya by 
introducing the new concept of the threefold nihsvabhavata " (ibid.). 

The great disadvantage of Lindtner's historical, structural and 
terminological assessments is that it is consistently based on very superficial 
comparisons. As has already been observed by WILLIAMS (1984: 76), he 
“tends simply to assert an agreement of style, scope and doctrine, an assertion 
of agreement which tends in fact to equal one of no disagreement." Thereby 
"the criteria applied for judging authenticity are simply stated and the 
conclusions given. They are not themselves subjected to scritical scrutinity, 
explanation, debate or defence" (op. cit.: 75). 


1Cf, also Ex. 29. 


2 I.e., as the favourite agama (cf., e.g., KEIRA 1999: 186f.) of the Yogacara-Madhyamikas; 
on this school, see some of the notes below. 


L.A.2 RECONSIDERING THE ASCRIPTION 
OF THE Acintyastava 's AUTHORSHIP 
TO NAGARJUNA 


11. The version, which the name Acintyastava (ASt)! hereby designates, is 
the textus receptus. But as the possibility of interpolation can never be 
excluded, let it be noted that, in a strict sense, we are only concerned with the 
verses 44-45. 

The question is, (a) whether it is reasonable to assume that Nagarjuna 
has composed these, and (b) whether consequently their authorship may be 
taken as a testimony for the opinion that LAS already existed in his life-time 
in a form containing the relevant concepts: 


[44:] hetupratyayasambhita paratantra ca samortih | 
paratantra iti proktah paramarthas tv akrtrimah |/ 

[45:] svabhavah prakrtis tattvam dravyam vastu sad ity api | 
nasti vai kalpito bhavo paratantras tu vidyate || 


Contextually, these two stanzas have naturally not — in view of the literary 
genre of stava — been introduced as the proposition of an opponent to be 
polemically refuted afterwards. What we find positively asserted in these 
verses is the acceptance of an ontological model describing three levels of 
phenomenological reality, most notably one that is called paratantra. 


ASt 45cd is identical to LAS II.19lab (except that LAS has ca instead of 
tu). ASt 44 contrasts the conventional (samurti) level of reality with the 
ultimate one (paramartha) and states that 

“as the conventional, originating from causes and conditions, 

is relative, it is called the Relative (paratantra) 

— the Ultimate (paramartha), however, is uncreated”. 


1 The Acintyastava has been accepted by LINDTNER (1982: 121) as belonging to the 
Catuhstava, its authenticity has been shortly discussed (op. cit.: 122 n. 149), and a critical 
edition together with a translation of this ‘Song of Praise to the Inconceivable’ is to be 
found op. cit.: 140ff. Additionally, a conspectus testium is at our disposal (p. 126). This 
conspectus indicates that the first work known to quote the Acintyastava is the Tattvasiddhi 
ascribed to a Santaraksita (while rejecting an ascription to the famous teacher of 
Kamalasila, STEINKELLNER 1999: 356ff. offers, apart from investigating its application of 
Dharmakirti's karyanumana model, a short general characterization of this little work's 
interesting logical reflections about Tantric practices). 

Though, in the course of providing a concise history of research, in the introduction 
to their edition and translation of Nagarjuna's Catuhstava TOLA/DRAGONETTI (1985: 5/1995: 
105) bespeak their "cautious position" as regards the definitive association of Nagarjuna 
with ideas expounded in the hymns, this attitude is unfortunately wanting, at a most crucial 
moment (cf. next note). WILLIAMS (1984: 93) prudently remains reserved concerning an 
ascription of the Acintyastava to Nagarjuna. 
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ASt 45 distinguishes between the conceptually constructed (kalpita) 
level of reality and the level of the Relative (paratantra) by exposing anything 
that is being referred to, by no matter how deeply meaningful the words, as 
being just a constructed thing. Literally: "a conceptually constructed entity, 
be it even termed (ityapi) ‘intrinsic nature’, ‘primary matter’, ‘true reality’, the 
‘ontically real’, the 'something-being-present', the ‘authentically existent’, it 
does not really exist at all — but the Relative is found."! 


12. In order to evaluate the probability of Nagarjuna's authorship of a 
philosophical assertion as manifested in ASt 44-45, it is necessary to relate 
these two stanzas (being concerned with an ontological description) to a 
context of contrasting ontological positions. Does it fit into Nagarjuna’'s 
characteristic ontology as we know it from his other works? Does it accord 
with the ontology of classical Madhyamaka as reflected in the writings of 
acknowledged witnesses? 

As the dominant features of the classical Madhyamaka ontology are 
rather well documented (cf. SEYFORT RUEGG 1981: 42ff.),2 I will at this point 
only try to draw its contours by recalling a few stanzas characteristically 
expressing this view, preceded by a contrastive impression of some, 
presently pertinent, points of the "Yogacara-Vijhanavada" ontology. 


Whereas in classical Madhyamaka? the samuorti level of reality is 
accepted as it is perceived by ordinary people in terms of an existing external 


1 LINDTNER's (1982: 155) translation connects 45ab to 44d and thereby produces a sense that 
is exactly opposite to the one originally intended by the author of ASt. — In this respect 
TOLA/DRAGONETTI 1985 follow Lindtner, yet they add to the confusion by not recognizing 
the typical descriptive pattern in which the (pari)kalpita aspect is contrasted to the 
paratantra aspect. Though an almost exact parallel of ASt 45cd is found in LAS II.191ab, 
they prefer to change Lindtner's correct reading of ASt 45d into paratantro na vidyate (op. 
cit.: 49 n. 191). 


2 For a general description of Madhyamaka, cf. also J. MAY's article "Chiidergan" in 
Hébégirin (V. fasc.) 1979: 470-493; in his article "Nagarjuna's Appeal” (JIP 22 [1994]: 299- 
378), R. P. HAYES offers useful reflections on various modern interpretations of 
Nagarjuna's thought (pp. 325-363); D. BURTON's controversial book Emptiness Appraised: A 
Critical Study of Nagarjuna’s Philosophy (Surrey 1999) contains a recent bibliography on 
Nagarjuna; for subsequent aspects of Madhyamaka reasoning, cf. the one contained in 
DREYFUS/McCLINTOCK (ed.), The Svatantrika-Prasangika Distinction, Boston 2003. 


3 By ‘classical Madhyamaka' it is meant, roughly, that a philosophy based on the works of 
Nagarjuna and Aryadeva has been transmitted through the most well-known commentaries 
of Buddhapalita, Bhavya and Candrakirti in the sense that their epistemological and 
ontological presuppositions have traditionally been regarded as being approximately the 
same, in spite of differences in the presentation of certain details. These differences are 
most obviously connected with the gesture of expressing Madhyamaka thought in the 
sphere of philosophical intersubjectivity, and are primarily concerned with the didactic 
employment of logic. —- On the other hand, the efforts of synthesizing Yogacara- 
Vijnanavada and Madhyamaka ontological positions into what becomes known as 


28 LAS - theory: Acintyastava 


world with the conventionally real existence of intersubjectively accepted 
values, it is characteristic for Yogacara-Vijfianavada to look upon the 
‘ordinary-world-as-it-is-lived' as if through the eyes of a "phenomenologist". 
Assuming this perspective, Y.-V. scholars did not thematize the conventional 
level of reality from a conventional point of view, but they retained the 
“phenomenologically reduced" attitude (i.e., the "yogic" standpoint) as the 
standpoint from which they reflected the conventional reality. And reflected 
in this attitude, the conventional level of reality was seen to exist as 
something constituted qua being conceptually constructed, moreover as 
something that, ordinarily, existed in oblivion of the fact that it had its 
foundation in the ongoing activity of linguistically structured consciousness 
only, not in a separate and empirically real world. However, they likewise 
emphasized that, unlike the resultant constructed forms of reality, the 
cognitive structures of consciousness as such are efficiently real. That is, 
consciousness as a dynamic medium was invested with a real ontological 
status and designated as the so-called Relative (paratantra). Hereby, the 
Relative was conceived as corresponding to the constitutive dynamics 
unfolding — as observable by contemplative specialists capable of inducing 
the post-absorptive intuitive gaze (lokottarajfianaprsthalabdha- jria@na- e.g., TrBh 
*45,11ff.) — between interdependently correlated, latent and actualized, 
levels of consciousness accounting for the fact that something making sense 
somehow comes to be present, rather than nothing at all. 


Contrarily, as Nagarjuna's and his school's dialectics suggest, the 
Madhyamika emphasized a philosophical interest to keep the conventional 
level at its very surface as an intersubjectively useful, and in this sense valid, 
level of reality! that stands, however, in utter contrast to the ultimate reality 


Yogacara-Madhyamaka can, naturally, not be desescribed as pertaining to classical 
Madhyamaka (cf. also below, Ex. 8). 

The expression "Yogacéra-Madhyamaka" as a doxographical appellation (for a 
specific ontology) is attested since the beginning of the 9th century, that is, since the first 
generation of Tibetan translators and doxographers (cf. MIMAKI 1982: 40ff.; SCHERRER- 
SCHAUB 1991: n. 492). When Ye Ses sde employed it in his [Ta ba'i khyad par (for an account 
of which, see SEYFORT-RUEGG in JA 269 [1981]: 207-229), he could of course not yet rely 
on any Tibetan tradition of doxographical exegesis (of which he is the initiator), but only 
on the skills of traditional exegesis his Indian informants provided him with. See also 
SEYFORT RUEGG 1981: 87-110 & 122 for an overview of Yogacara-Madhyamaka thought. 


' Notwithstanding the differences that manifested between them in the course of a 
competitive strife about the proper mode of defending the true principles of Nagarjuna's 
guidelines, both Bhavya and Candrakirti have insisted upon conceiving the conventional 
reality in a naive realistic sense and rejected the notion of conceiving this level as being 
ontologically constituted by consciousness (cf. below, § 16, note). While the factual 
position of Nagarjuna is somewhat less clear, it is evident that he still lacked the conceptual 
tools later introduced by Y.-V. thinkers. 

YS 34 seems to represent the formulation in which Nagarjuna most articulatedly 
expressed himself in a manner that could be interpreted in the sense of reflecting something 
close to a "vijrianavada" attitude: 
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(paramartha).! For him there is no ontological relationship between the levels, 
or any epistemological link that could bridge the gap between them — 
because there exists no gap between them at all, since these levels do not co- 
exist.2 Whenever one level is given, it can only be so in the complete absence 


mahabhitadi vijfiane proktam samavarudhyate | 

tajjfane vigamam yadi nanu mithya vikalpitam | 

As explained, something like the [four] principal material 

elements etc. is comprised within consciousness. 

If, upon knowing that [to be so], it disappears, how could it not be 
[something that has been] falsely imagined? 


Since later Yogacara-Madhyamikas could not find much else as explicit as this karika in the 
whole opus of Nagarjuna, it is no wonder that they eagerly quoted it; that is, to somehow 
minimize the historical and hermeneutical distance between Niagarjuna's ontological 
reflections and theirs. This karika has likewise become the subject of a masterly 
commentary in form of the longest note [n. 492], adumbrating its broader context, in 
SCHERRER-SCHAUB 1991: 253-259. 


1 That is, in spite of the development of various exegetical differences, throughout the 
history of Madhyamaka, we find an insistence upon the validity of the Two Truths (cf. 
MMK XXIV. 8-9), the conventional (samurti) and the ultimate (paramartha), whereby the 
conventional, in spite of its ontological and epistemological unreality, has been 
pragmatically valued as the only medium that is available for pointing to the ultimate: a 
paradigmatic formulation is MMK XXIV. 10: 


vyavaharam andsritya paramartho na desyate | 
paramartham anagamya nirvanam nadhigamyate \\ 
Without relying upon the conventional discourse, 
the ultimate cannot be pointed out. 

Without arriving at the ultimate, 

Nirvana is not attained. 


2 As most radically expounded by Nagarjuna at the beginning of his MMK (1.1): 


na svato napi parato na dvabhyam napy ahetutah | 
utpanna jatu vidyante bhavah kva cana ke cana \\ 


As neither from itself arisen, 

nor from something else, nor from both, 

nor even without any causal condition, 

are whatsoever entities anywhere ever found. 


and hardly less radical, MMK XXV.24: 
sarvopalambhopasamah prapaticopasamah sivah | 
na kvacit kasyacit kascit dharmo buddhena desitah |\ 
Beatitude is the quiescence of all apperceptions, 
the quiescence of verbal proliferations. 


The Buddha has not taught any dharma to anybody 
anywhere at all. 


See further also SCHERRER-SCHAUB (1991: 122n.65) for references to what she has 
designated as "logion qui régit l'enseignement des deux vérités". 
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of the other.! Seen from the ultimate, nothing could be said about the 
conventional except that it does not at all exist apart from, and is essentially 
not different from, the ultimate.2 

On the other hand, however clever one looks through empirical 
categories, it is of no use for “attaining” the authentic state of reality — on the 


1Cf., e.g., MAv VI.23 (as quoted in BCAP 361): 


samyanmrsadarsanalabdhabhavam 
riipadvayam bibhrati sarvabhavah | 
samyagdrsam yo visayah sa tattvam 
mrsadrsam samortisatyam uktam \l 
All things do carry a double form—something that is obtained 
through the correct and through the false view. 
That perceptual locus, which is the one of those with correct sight, 
is the true reality, 
that of those with false sight is what is called ‘conventional truth’. 


And, as quoted with appreciation by Candrakirti (PrasP 449): 


anutpadadharmah satatam tathagatah 

sarve ca dharmah sugatena sadrsah | 

nimittagrahena tu balabuddhayo* 

‘satsu dharmesu caranti loke || 
The Awakened is always one without any origination of dharmas 
— and all the dharmas are similar to the Awakened. 
However, by grasping for signs do those with infantile intellects 
roam about in the world, in unreal dharmas.** 


* Cf. DE JONG 1978: 237. 
**For some preliminary reflections on the notion of dharma, see below, § 61, note.) 


2 E.g., MMK XXV. 19-20: 
na samsarasya nirvanat kimcid asti visesanam | 
na nirvanasya samsarat kimcid asti visesanam II 
nirvanasya ca ya kotih kotih samsaranasya ca | 
na tayor antaram kimcit susiksmam api vidyate || 
No difference from Nirvana whatsoever 
obtains for transmigratory existence. 
No difference from transmigratory existence whatsoever 
obtains for Nirvana. 
That which is the extreme limit of Nirvana 
is the extreme limit of transmigratory existence, as well. 
No gap between these two is found, 
howsoever infinitesimally tiny. 


Cf. also MMK VILI.16: 


pratitya yad yad bhavati tat tac chantam svabhavatah | 
tasmad utpadyamanam ca Santam utpattir eva ca \I 


Whatsoever develops in dependence [upon conditions], 

that is quiet in its essential nature. 

And therefore that which is in the process of arising is quite, 
as is also the very origination itself. 
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contrary, those spectacles conceal it all the more.! It is consequently worse, if 
precisely those verbal tools that refer to the empty nature of empirical 
categories are reified into the spectacles of doctrine — in other words, if, 
instead of actualizing the possibility of a non-conceptual perception, the lack 
of such a realization is rather getting compensated by clinging to the 
dogmatic view (drsti : doxa) of an imagined emptiness.? Therefore, on the 


1 MAv VL. 28 (as quoted in BCAP 353): 
mohah svabhavavaranad dhi samortih 
satyam taya khyati yad eva krtrimam | 
jagada tat samvrtisatyam ity asau 
munih padartham krtakam ca samortim \l 
The conventional is deludedness because of actually veiling 
the intrinsic nature [of things].” 
By means of such [a veiling] that indeed which is fabricated 
appears as true — the Sage has articulated that to be the 
conventional truth. 
And also the forged reference of [technical] terms is 
the conventional. 


[* The "intrinsic nature of things" is their emptiness, whereas veiling (or conceiling) 
this nature happens by means of attributing /superimposing a non-existing specific 
characteristic to/upon that intrinsic nature, where this characteristic does not exist. 
That is, as Candrakirti says in the commentary: conventionality is constituted by the 
simultaneous combination of two aspects of deludedness: a purely negative one 
(i.e., ignorance as a lack of awareness of the true nature of things) and a positive 
one (i.e., the one having the nature of positively conceiling the vision of the true 
nature by way of projectively attributing a specific nature): ma rig pa dan dnos po’i 
ran gi no bo yod pa ma yin pa sgro ‘dogs par byed pa ran bzin mthon ba la sgrib 

pa’i bdag nid can ni kun rdzob bo (MAvBh 107,6ff.)]. 


2 Cf. MMK XIIL. 8: 
Siinyata sarvadrstinam prokta nihsaranam jinaith | 
yesam tu Siinyatadrstis tan asadhyan babhasire \\ 
The Buddhas have asserted emptiness 
as the getaway from all doxas. 
Those, however, for whom emptiness is a doxa 
did they pronounce as incurable.” 


[* cf. KP § 64f.] 

MMK XXIV. 14: 

sarvam ca yujyate tasya Sunyata yasya yujyate | 

sarvam na yujyate tasya Sinyam yasya na yujyate Il 

And everything is appropriate for someone 

for whom emptiness is appropriate. 

The whole is inappropriate for someone 

for whom the empty is not appropriate. 
MMK XXIV. 11: 

vinaSayati durdrsta siinyata mandamedhasam | 

sarpo yatha durgrhito vidya va dusprasadhita \I 
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conventional level, the Madhyamika's intention is to radically deconstruct 
any notions, which, as he saw it, pretended to claims of representing 
ontologically real models structuring reality. While this is the level to which 
the extensively discussed Madhyamaka logic pertains,! epistemological 
access to the ultimate level of reality is granted, according to Nagarjuna, 
when the very urge to cling to views, and to apprehend in terms of views, is 
altogether suspended.2 


Is emptiness misperceived, one of inferior intelligence 
comes to perish — just as when a snake is wrongly handled, 
or a magic spell falsely applied. 


! Without wishing to enter that area at this place, some bibliographical references to recent 
pertinent contributions (containing references to earlier ones) may be due: T. J. F. 
TILLEMANS, Materials for the Study of Aryadeva, Dharmapala and Candrakirti [vol. I], Wien 
1990 (WSTB 24,1): chapter III, A. — K. YOTSUYA, The Critique of Svatantra Reasoning by 
Candrakirti and Tsong-kha-pa, Stuttgart 1999. — D. SEYFORT RUEGG, Three Studies in the 
History of Indian and Tibetan Madhyamaka Philosophy (Studies in Indian and Tibetan 
Madhyamaka Thought, part 1), Wien (WSTB 50) 2000. — D. SEYFORT RUEGG, Two 
Prolegomena to Madhyamaka Philosophy: Candrakirti’s Prasannapada Madhyamakaovrttih on 
Madhyamakakarika 1.1 and Tson kha pa Blo bzan grags pa/rGyal tshab Dar ma rin chen's dKa’ 
gnad/gnas brgyad kyi zin bris; Annotated Translations (Studies in Indian and Tibetan 
Madhyamaka Thought, part 2), Wien (WSTB 54) 2002. — C. OETKE, "Some Remarks on 
Theses and Philosophical Positions in Early Madhyamaka’”, in: JIP 31 (2003): 449-478 [with 
references to his earlier contributions in the bibliography]. — The Svatantrika-Prasangika 
distinction: what difference does a difference make?, ed. by G. B. J. DREYFUS and S. L. 
McCLINTOCK, Boston 2003. 


2 E.g., MMK XXIIL. 16 & 22: 
avidyamane grihe ca mithya va samyag eva va | 
bhaved viparyayah kasya bhavet kasyaviparyayah || 
evam nirudhyate ‘vidya viparyayanirodhanat | 
avidyayam niruddhayam samskaradyam niruddhyate || 
Yet, when there is no apprehension at all, 
be it a false or even a correct one — 
for whom should there there be a distorted view, 
for whom a non-distorted view? 
It is in this way that 
ignorance ceases on account of the cessation of distorted views. 
Once ignorance has ceased, 
that which is there as the conditioning factors etc. ceases. 


MMK XVIIL9: 
aparapratyayam santam prapaficair apraparicitam | 
nirvikalpam ananartham etat tattvasya laksanam \\ 


That which is not mediated by someone else, which is peaceful, 
which is not verbally elaborated by verbal proliferations, 
which is pre-reflective, non-differentiated — this is 

the characteristic nature of true reality. 
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13. Given this uncompromising ontological radicalness, there is no room 
for the positive assertion of a threefold ontological model within the 
framework of classical Madhyamaka thought. The evidence of this fact is 
directly supported by Bhavya. He explicitly exerted his attention to such a 
model in his critique of the Y.-V. ontology in the appendix to the 25th chapter 
of his Prajriapradipa. This earliest Madhyamaka critique of the Y.-V. model of 
svabhavatraya is readily available in form of an edition and translation 
(LINDTNER 1984a; ECKEL 1985); hence it may suffice to generally refer to these 
materials at this place. 

But since the model of the three levels of reality as exposed in ASt 44- 
45 may not simply be identified with the Y.-V. model, at least one point 
needs to be specifically clarified here. Contrary to ASt 44, which promotes 
the acceptance of paratantra-svabhava on the samurti level, it would make no 
sense for Bhavya to accept an extra ontological stage on the samurti level, 
while a ‘relative intrinsic nature’ could neither be accepted on the ultimate 
level where no origination at all obtains, as he had explained elsewhere (cf. 
op. cit. [3]: ‘di yan gal te gzan gyi dban gi no bo nid tha sfiad kyi bden par gtogs par 
‘dod na ni | de ‘dod la rag stelde ston pa don med do \l ci ste don dam par na ni rten 
cin ‘brel bar ‘byun ba ma yin te | skye ba med pa’i rab tu byed par bstan pa’i tshul 
gyis skye ba bkag pa'i phyir ro \l). 

In fact, such an acceptance becomes possible only for later (Yogacara-) 
Madhyamika authors (i.e., after Dharmakirti), who integrate, though with a 
critical revision of the svabhavatraya model, the intrinsic nature of the Relative 
(paratantra) as tathyasamorti. [see Ex. 8] 


14. Once we accept Bhavya as a trustworthy witness regarding the 
writings of Nagarjuna! — and probably, also given Bhavya's fervent interest 
in doxographical issues, we can do this with a higher degree of certainty 
than, e.g., in the case of (the historically later) Santaraksita — it will be 
unacceptable to ascribe the Acintyastava to Nagarjuna as that author whom 
Bhavya interprets with authority. Bhavya's authority, as regards the basic 
conceptual framework of Nagarjuna, is guaranteed by the unpardonably 
critical strictness of the tradition in which he finds himself. Especially 
Bhavya felt himself quite well prepared to march into the domain of others 
with his vigorous, not to say aggressive, logical equipment. If in his times 
there had been any knowledge of Nagarjuna’s authorship of such verses as 
Acintyastava 44-45, it would be a child's play to reduce Bhavya's afore- 
mentioned critique of the Yogacara-Vijfianavada's svabhivatraya model to 
utter ridicule by merely pointing at these verses. 


Both in view of Nagarjuna's own ontology, which is shared by other 


classical Madhyamikas and in view of the explicit rejection of a paratantra 
level of reality by Bhavya, a compelling witness of classical Madhyamaka 


' Cf. LINDTNER 1982: 10 n.9. — On the attribution of the Madhyamakaratnapradipa to 
Bhavya, see below § 15 n. 1. 
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ontology, the authorship of ASt 44-45 by Nagarjuna can be reasonably 
excluded. The verses do not offer any evidence for Nagarjuna's acquaintance 
with Y.-V. concepts via LAS. But — as referred to in Ex. 8 — they attest to a 
much later author: someone, by the way, who knew Tr 20-21ab quite well. 


Explication 
[Ex. 8] 


Commenting on ASt 44-45, LINDTNER (1982: 155 n. 44) is quite correct in 
suggesting that these two verses display a synthesis of the Madhyamaka 
model of satyadvaya with the model that is analyzing reality into three 
different ontological aspects. But he seems neither to realize the historical 
implications of his statement, nor is the manner in which he has formulated 
his description technically correct. 

Historically the development of the characteristic Y.-V. concept of 
svabhavatraya may be regarded as the outcome of a longer process — via the 
preliminary stage of the Tattvarthapatala in BoBh (cf. below, § 77) — of 
critically reflecting the Madhyamaka interpretation of the ontological 
difference in terms of satyadvaya. After the Y.-V. model of differentiating 
ontological levels had been developed, there were various reactions of 
Madhyamika authors, which historically devided the Madhyamaka school 
itself into various fractions. 

Yet, even those later Madhyamikas,! who eventually assimilated the 
model of describing reality in terms of three aspects to the satyadvaya model, 
did not accept any parinispanna-svabhava as paramartha-satya, though they 
devided samurtisatya into initially two aspects (tathyasamortisatya [= paratantra] 
and atathya-samortisatya). Jiianagarbha is a good witness for this trend (cf. 
ECKEL 1987: 115 n. 16). 

Therefore, to associate, as Lindtner (loc.cit.) does, the notion of 
parinispanna-svabhava either generally with the later Madhyamaka discourse 
(let alone with the early one), or specifically with ASt 44/45, is incorrect. 


Interpreted along the lines of Yogacara- Madhyamaka descriptions of 
satyadvaya in terms of three aspects, ASt 44-45 may quite reasonably be 


!Le., the tradition usually referred to as Yogacara- Madhyamaka; for valuable insights into 
various aspects of their novel, that is post-Dharmakirtian, Madhyamaka hermeneutics, see 
SEYFORT RUEGG 1981: 67-71, 87ff.; ICHIGO's (1985) ‘Introduction’ to his edition of Santa- 
raksita's Madhyamakalankara (+ -vrtti and Kamala§ila's Pafijika) [for a revised version of this 
‘Introduction’, see ICHIGO 1989], ECKEL's (1987) study of Jianagarbha's “Distinction 
between the two Truths”, MORIYAMA's "The Later Madhyamaka and Dharmakirti” (in: 
STEINKELLNER 1991: 199-210), parts of IWATI (1991), FUNAYAMA's "Study of kalpanapodha" 
(1992, in ZINBUN 27: 33-128) and KEIRA 1999. The question whether Dharmakirti himself 
can be regarded as a Madhyamika has been addressed in STEINKELLNER 1990. 
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understood in the sense that ASt 44 provides a description of tathyasamorti- 
satya in contrast to paramarthasatya, whereas ASt 45 distinguishes atathya- 
samortisatya from tathyasamortisatya. 

Corroborating this interpretation, other terms occur in the Acintyastava 
suggesting a particular lateness in the sense of presupposing earlier 
elaborations, such as, in ASt 41, the epistemological term avisamvadin ("non- 
controversial"; cf. ECKEL 1987: 53; FRANCO 1997: 45, 48f., 64f.) and, in ASt 23, 
the categorical concept of catuskoti- (cf. SEYFORT RUEGG 1981: 39n.96).! 


1 Likewise for terminological reasons, also the authorship of the Vaidalyaprakarana has 
recently been problematized by Ole HOLTEN PIND (2001). 


I.A.3 RECONSIDERING THE ASCRIPTION OF 
THE Bodhicittavivarana's AUTHORSHIP 
TO NAGARJUNA 


15. In principle, the same line of argument applied to the Acintyastava is 
valid for the Bodhicittavivarana (BV), as well. And had it not been for the fact 
that the latter work provides more, and more precise, information about its 
historical location and doctrinal standpoint, both texts would have been 
treated together. 

Preceded by a short introduction and a synopsis, BV has been critically 
edited and translated in LINDTNER 1982: 184ff. He claims (op. cit.: 180) that 
"from a historical point of view the most significant feature of this text is its 
extensive critique of Vijnanavada, i.e. Buddhist idealism as testified in the 
Lankavatarasiitra". In this function BV is supposed (ibid.) to provide a "missing 
link", and is even conceived as the crown of Nagarjuna’'s literary 
achievement: "none of Nagarjuna's other works exhibit such a well-balanced 
and coherent structure as BV" (p. 181). At one place, the form of Vijianavada 
criticized in BV has been designated as "pre-classical" (LINDTNER 1982b: 187). 
On the other hand, Nagarjuna is said to have refuted the "fundamentals of 
Vijiianavada" (LINDTNER 1982: 183). 

Already these few quoted assertions on BV reveal that in order to 
accept this text as a genuine product of Nagarjuna, Lindtner must have felt 
the need to considerably deviate from his own "criteria of authenticity". 
These allowed for a text's authenticity if, satisfying the internal criteria in the 
first place, it agreed with the Mulamadhyamakakarikas in style, scope and 
doctrine (op. cit: 10). And only in addition to those internal criteria, says 
Lindtner (ibid.), he accepted the methodological validity of external criteria 
in form of explicit ascriptions of text(-passage)s to Nagarjuna by 
‘trustworthy witnesses’. 

Apart from disregarding his own methodological premise of applying 
the latter criterion only after the first one had been established — as BV does 
not at all agree in style, scope and doctrine with MMK —, Lindtner cannot be 
said to have cited a single ‘trustworthy witness’ identifying the known 
founder of the Madhyamaka school with the BV-kara. His testimony is a 
later work called Madhyamakaratnapradipa (MRP), whose author may have 
been a Bhavya, but certainly not the 6th century doxographer and MMK- 
commentator. ! 


1 Lindtner, however, does attribute the MRP to Bhavya I, i.e., to that Bhavya, who as a 
commentator upon N&agarjuna'’s magnum opus had formed the well-known target of 
Candrakirti's ("school-internal") critique (e.g., PrasP 196,4ff., etc.). And he has published 
several studies related to MRP, which demonstrate this text as an interesting and important 
work. Yet, the accumulated evidence produced by Lindtner himself excludes, in my view, 
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Lindtner's ascription of the authorship of BV to Nagarjuna has been 
subjected to detailed criticism by P. WILLIAMS (1984: 84ff.) and by C. 
DRAGONETTI (1986: 115ff.). To sum up their results: "One thing is certain; the 
evidence that BV is by the Madhyamika Nagarjuna is so slim that one 
wonders when and why this attribution was made at all" (WILLIAMS 1984: 
89). This critique, however, does not seem to have been accepted by 
Lindtner.! 


16. Itis not necessary to repeat here the many different considerations that 
Williams and Dragonetti (cf. also SCHMITHAUSEN 1992: 397 n. 27) have 
produced for assuming a fairly late authorship of BV. I shall only 
reemphasize a few directly relevant aspects, while adducing some further 
weighty observations. 

In a broad sense it is actually correct, as LINDTNER's (1982: 183) 
synopsis states, that the verses of BV 26-56 constitute a "refutation of the 
fundamentals of Vijfianavada"; that is, some of the philosophical notions that 
came to be adopted, coined and/or developed by Yogacara-Vijfianavada 


an ascription of MRP to Bhavya I. This is also the assessment of SEYFORT RUEGG 1990, who 
(pp. 61ff.) plausibly related the MRP-kara to later tantric circles. 

LINDTNER 1984b: 173n. 38 differentiates between works of Bhavya I and MRP with 
respect to their being acquainted with BV. While Bhavya I does not express any 
acquaintance at all with BV, this latter text is frequently quoted in MRP as an authoritative 
source. As will be evident from the present discussion of BV, the very fact that BV has been 
quoted by MRP rather testifies to the invalidity of ascribing MRP to Bhavya I. Not 
only were it surprising to see Bhavya suddenly accepting theories he had vehemently 
refuted, also other facts speak against it: especially the presence of the typical post- 
Dharmakirtian Yogacaéra-Madhyamaka three-partite classification of tathyasamorti reality as 
avicararamaniya, hetujata, arthakriyasamartha (cf. LINDTNER 1984b: 171); but certainly also 
the rich list of authors quoted in MRP (cf. LINDTNER 1982b: 175f.). 


| Dismissing the total evidence brought up against Nagarjuna's authorship of BV as "a few 
minor arguments" (1992: 263 n. 27), Lindtner concentrates on addressing what he took to be 
the major argument against his thesis: the evidence, as interpreted by DRAGONETTI, that 
MAV and BV contain similar if not identical phrases, such as the following: 


MAV I.5ab: _ kalpitah paratantras ca parinispanna eva ca | 
BV 28ab: kun brtags dan ni gZan dban dan | yons su grub pa ‘di nid ni | 


Against DRAGONETTI, who had assumed a priority of MAV, LINDTNER (1992: 261f.) regards 
the mere fact that the Yogacara(-Vijiianavada) branch arose in critical opposition to the 
Madhyamaka model of satyadvaya as sufficiently supportive evidence for assuming MAV 
to have alluded to, and even literally quoted from Nagarjuna's work. Thus according to 
him, the identity of MAV L5ab and BV 28ab would not only prove BV to be a text written 
by Nagarjuna, but also testify to the latter's definite acquaintance with the svabhavatraya- 
model, his only possible source being LAS. 

Implicitly, Lindtner's theory involves the slightly absurd assumption that the author 
of MAV I.5ab — as one who has traditionally been exalted as the future Buddha (ie., as 
ekajatipratibaddha bodhisattva; MAVT 2,4ff.) — had gratefully adopted a passage from the 
text of an opponent, who had already criticized its content as a hollow mental construction 
(BV 28cd). 
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thinkers at various points of time, i.e. svabhavatraya,| svasamvedana 
asrayaparivrtti,> and dlayavijnana,! are rejected. And we must also take notice 
of the significant occurrences of vijfianavadin (v. 26) and yogacarah (v. 30) as 
doxographical designations.5 


But the synopsis is quite inaccurate when it lists BV 10-25 under the 
rubric of "refutation of the existence of the skandhas as held by the Sravakas". 
In fact, verses BV 17-25 refute both the assumption of ultimate particles 
(paramanu) and that of an external intentional object (bahyartha), with the 
conclusion that, 


“consciousness with the essential nature of [having] an object-pole and 
a subject-pole [lit. 'something to be grasped and something grasping'], 
is whatever appearance there is. An external [intentional] object as one 
that is separated from consciousness, does not at all exist" 
(BV 22: gzun dan ‘dzin pa’i no bo yis | rnam Ses snan ba gan yin pa | 
rnam Ses las ni thad dad par | phyi rol don ni ‘ga’ yan med \I) 

and 


' Contrary to the author of the Acintyastava, the author of the Bodhicittavivarana (cf. BV 28) 
is not inclined to assimilate the three svabhavas to the satyadvaya-model, but simply rejects 
the svabhavatraya-model as such. 


2 In note 58 to his translation of the Yogacara-critique as found in the Madhyamaka- 
ratnapradipa IV, LINDTNER (1986b: 261f.) states: "Here Bhavya reverts to refute the notion 
of svasamvitti/ svasamvedana as found in Pramanasamuccaya I, [...]. An earlier critique of 
this (and known to Bhavya) is to be found in Nagarjuna's Bodhicittavivarana, 36-39 (my 
Nagarjuniana, p. 196)". — It is, admittedly, a bit difficult to grasp the appropriate logical 
implication intended. Lindtner knows very well that Dignaga (in his Pramanasamuccaya 1.9) 
is the first to employ the technical concept of svasamvitti/svasamvedana (cf. HATTORI 1986: 
ns. 1.60ff.). But as I am unable to attribute to Dr Lindtner the opinion that Nagarjuna either 
knew Dignaga, or that he already rejected the technical concept of svasamvitti/ 
svasamvedana about three hundred years before it had been introduced into Buddhist 
thought, it seems that I have no choice but to take the liberty of interpreting this statement 
as an actual self-refutation of Lindtner's own identification of the MMK-kara with the BV- 
kara. 

Though Bhavya not only knew Dignaga, but actually owed to him a new sense of 
logical responsibility (for which he was then taken to task by Candrakirti), he did not 
include a critique of the concept of svasamvitti/svuasamvedana when criticizing Y.-V. 
premises in either MHK/T] V or PrPr XXV, appendix. In conformity with this evidence, 
ECKEL (1987: 116 n. 17) does in fact contrast Bhavya's to Jnanagarbha's subsequent 
deconstruction of the Y.-V.'s substantialized notion of consciousness by stating that it was 
Jiianagarbha, who concentrated on the concept of svasamvedana, whereas Bhavya had 
previously concentrated on the ontological notion of paratantra-svabhava. 


3 In BV 30, the refuted concept of a§rayaparivrtti has been contextually associated with the 
yogacaras (rnal 'byor spyod pa rnams), this characterization being hereby employed with a 
clearly doxographical connotation. 


4 Cf. BV 34f.; this concept will receive further attention below. 


° As shown above — in Ex. 4 — there is no evidence that a doxographical system has 
been designatively referred to by these terms before the sixth century. 
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"hence the nature of the given thing is not anywhere at all existing as 
an external object, this manifestation of consciousness is appearing as 
the noetic structure (ara) of some sensory form" 

(BV 23: de phyir dnos po’i no bor ni | phyi don rnam pa kun tu med | 

rnam Ses so sor snan ba ‘di | gzugs kyirnam par snan bar ‘gyur \l). 


In BV 24, this display of consciousness is compared to illusions etc. Next, BV 
25 considers the teaching of skandhas, dhatus etc. to have the purpose of dis- 
pelling the belief in a self (i.e., already on the Sravaka level!). This stage is to 
be outgrown, however, by getting established in the state of cittamatra.! 
While admitting (BV 27) the cittamatra teaching to serve some purpose, the 
author of BV subsequently (BV 28ff.) criticizes, as referred to above, the basic 
Y.-V. theorems. 


In other words, the author of BV accepts the cittamatra theory on a level 
of conventional reality. 

In contrast to the BV, both Bhavya and Candrakirti, as representatives 
of classical Madhyamaka, accept the notion of an external object on 
the conventional level. And both regard the assertion of a purely psychical 
existence, suggested by the use of the concept of cittamatra in some siitras, as 
referring to the rejection of an agent and enjoyer 


! BV 25: "For the sake of abolishing the [instinctive] grasping of a self the teaching 
concerned with the skandhas, dhatus, etc. [has been provided]. It is eclipsed, however, by 
illustrious [practitioners] by means of getting established in the purely psychical.” 
(atmagrahanivrttyartham skandhadhatvadidesanad | sapi dhvasta mahabhagais cittamatra- 
vyavasthaya \\). Jiadnaésrimitra's attribution [JANiAv 488; ca. 1000 AD] of this verse to a 
Nagarjuna may hardly be enlisted as a historically valid reference to the author of MMK. 


2 Bhavya rejects the parikalpita-svabhava both in the PrPr XXV, App. (# [2]) and in TJ V ad 
MHK V.55ff., advancing arguments against ontologically reducing the "external" world to 
something that exists merely as something constructed by consciousness. Also Candrakirti 
(MAvBh 140,5-165,19 ad MAv VI.48-71) argues against the assumption of sensory 
experiences without external objects (concluding his autocommentary with the words: de’i 
phyir de ltar phyi rol med par rnam par Ses pa mi srid par bstan nas ...) 

And as Candrakirti (MAv VI.84 + comm.) states, it was with the view of refuting 
the agent as a substantial self that the notion of cittamatra was taught and, just to reject such 
a self it was taught that, on the empirical level, it is only the purely psychical that is 
perceived as agent, while the three spheres of cognitive constitutions [i.e., that of the 
sensuous, that of subtle form, that of formlessness] are understood to be purely 
consciousness (bdag rtog pa byed pa po bkag nas kun rdzob tu sems tsam Zig kho na byed pa po 
mthon Zin khams gsum rnam par Ses pa tsam du rtogs pa yin no; MAvBh 182,16-18). But, 
according to Candrakirti, it was not the intended sense of the [Dasabhimika]-siitra to 
exclude the real existence of sensory form (gzugs ni ‘dir / ‘g0g pa de Itar mdo yi don ma yin; 
MAv VI.87cd, p. 185). 

It is thus in outspoken contrast to these Madhyamaka views when the author of BV 
asserts that already the Sravakayana-teaching concerned with the skandhas, dhatus etc. 
purposefully refutes the notion of a substantial self. The more so, when he suggests (cf. 
previous note) that it is exactly this stage of thinking and realization that is overcome by 
getting established in the state of cittamatra — which for the BV-kara, as for all post-LAS 
Yogacara-Madhyamikas, is of course not the final stage. 
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Although the author of BV is very fond of images and similes, in 
preference to a strictly technical style, he seems nevertheless to presuppose 
on the part of the reader a sober acquaintance with the implications of a 
number of technical terms to which he refers in a somewhat light-hearted 
manner. 

Thus, the way he proceeds to illustrate, in a rather witty manner, his 
conception of the notion of arthakriya (BV 21), which had played such an 
important role in Dharmakirti's system of causality,! seems to indicate a 
certain temporal distance between Dharmakirti and the author of BV. Hence, 
instead of regarding BV as a work of Nagarjuna (the MMK-kara), we might 
appreciate having been given a taste of the assimilation of philosophical 
thought by someone who bows to Vajrasattva (BV 1) and practises the 'way 
of mantras’ (BV, prelude).? 


17. To sum up, essentially the Lankavatarasiitra-theory entails, while it is 
unclear whether its supporters were really aware of this implicit absurdity of 
their theory, a reversal of the historical sequence in which the two main 
branches of Mahayana were developing. In contradiction to the broadly 
recognized historical evidence that LAS is a siitra promoting Y.-V. termino- 
logy while, however, providing a peculiarly eclectic ("post-classical") 
contextualization that gains validity as scriptural authority (@gama) for only 
the later Yogacara-Madhyamikas, this theory assumes that LAS had already 
been known to Nagarjuna, the traditional founder of classical Madhyamaka. 
But neither the Acintyastava nor the Bodhicittavivarana can be said to constitute 
particularly early works, least of all as being written by that author. Thus the 
referential basis, supposed to attest Yogacara-Vijfianavada passages in LAS at 
the time of the MMK-kara, has dissolved — hence the Lankavatarasiitra-theory 
as such. 


1 Cf. Shoryu KATSURA, "Dharmakirti's Theory of Truth", in: JIP 12 (1984): 215-235; Kyo 
KANO, "On the Background of PV II. 12ab—The Origin of Dharmakirti's Idea of 
Arthakriya”", in: STEINKELLNER 1991: 119-128, and John D. DUNNE, Foundations of Dharma- 
kirti’s Philosophy, Boston 2004: 272ff. 


2 WILLIAMS (1984: 84ff.) has provided valuable reflections in support of associating the 
writer of BV with circles of well educated tantric authors. Adducing a few more Sanskrit 
versions of verses from the Bodhicittavivarana, along with references to hitherto 
unconsulted tantric sources for those quotations, ISAACSON (1999: 57f.) did likewise 
disavow an ascription of this work to the author of Milamadhyamakakarikas. 


IB. EXAMINATION OF THE 
Alayavijnina-THEORY 


I.B.1 INTRODUCTORY REMARKS 


18. The coinage 'Alayavijfiana-theory' refers to the hypothesis of Lambert 
SCHMITHAUSEN (1987 [= Alayav.]),!_ which postulates that the first literary 
evidence of dlayavijiana being employed as a conceptual innovation in a 
significant context is to be found "in the Samahita Bhiimih of the Basic Section 
of the Yogacarabhiimi" (Alayav.: 18).2. For Schmithausen this Basic Section does 


1 The hypothetical character of his theory on the origin of the concept of dalayavijfiana has 
been emphasized by Schmithausen himself (e.g., Alayav.: 2 [§ 1.2], 16, 34 [§ 3.0.1]). While I 
have not seen any critical reinvestigation of this theory, the more traditionally minded 
quarters of buddhological researchers (i.e. those who feel somehow committed to believe, 
more or less literally, in what the Buddhist tradition itself has transmitted in accounts of 
selfreferential interpretations) cannot but feel in need to tacitly reject it, not least because 
Schmithausen's stratification of the Yogacarabhimi is at variance with accepting Asanga as 
its author. On the other hand, those Yogacara scholars endowed with a historical 
perception of the Yogacarabhiimi, most notably those with some links to the late "Hamburg 
School", may tend to accept Schmithausen's theory all too uncritically as an authoritative 
statement and as a new general premise (as some of the recent publications already have 
demonstrated). 

My own presuppositions for engaging in the present investigations are different. 
Without being directly linked to any particular branch of buddhological research milieu, I 
do not only strongly sympathise with much of the work done in Hamburg, but fairly 
much "grew up" as a Y.-V. researcher with the critical thinking of Schmithausen as far as 
the historical and philological aspects are concerned. While the close study of his works 
impressed upon me similar ways of seeing and approaching _historico-philological 
problems, I realized in the course of time that my conclusions on significant issues were 
not always the same as his. The present investigations will demonstrate how deeply they 
are founded on the basis prepared, and embedded in the horizon of problematic 
constellations as prestructured, by Prof. Schmithausen. As, however, the general 
advancement of Yogacara(-Vijfanavada) studies is hampered when founded on 
unperceived misconclusions, to report any awareness of such may basically be considered 
as responsively enhancing the stimulative initiatives provided by Schmithausen for the sake 
of the process of research as a whole. With this understanding, that is, not in the spirit of 
narrow competition, but in the spirit of a cooperation within a larger process of common 
interest, the following pages reinvestigate the origin of the concept of alayavijriana. 


2 The passage concerned has been designated as Initial Passage [= I. P.]. That expression 
will henceforth be used technically to refer to that passage with regard to which the idea 
that it represents the literary inception of the concept of dlayavijfiana has been initiated 
by Schmithausen. The Sanskrit wording of the Initial Passage as given in Alayav.: 
n.146 will be provided below in § 28 (at the beginning of section I.B.2.b); Schmithausen's 
translation is found in Alayav. § 2.1. 

For the expression Basic Section [= Mauli Bhiimi (MauBh)], see Alayav. §§ 1.6.3ff. 
(ns. 113, 124, etc.), and for a referential survey, see Alayav.: 667ff., s.v. 'Yogacarabhiimi: A. 
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no longer only testify to scholastic efforts that were organizing and 
reorganizing traditional Abhidharma materials, tinged in part with 
Mahayana ethical ideals, soteriological horizons and ontological notions (as 
in BoBh), but he found that he had to attribute the invention of a completely 
new concept of consciousness to MauBh. His 'Alayavijfiana-theory' does not 
represent an ad hoc formulation, but the outcome of more than a quarter of a 
century of specialized expertise. It has been introduced by carefully reflected 
programmatic and methodological remarks. Additionally, it has been 
embedded in a variety of adumbrating discussions (Alayav. §§ 3. - 7.), taking 
the closely related aspects as well as the wider Problemhorizont into 
consideration. In some respects, these "exuberant proliferations" (Alayav.: VID 
mark a culmination of modern critical philological research in buddhology. 
And while the breadth of Schmithausen's linguistic competence remains 
beyond my scope, I will attempt in the following to maintain at least the 
critical standards. This means that, apart from Schmithausen's methodological 
presuppositions (Alayav. §§ 1.4; 1.7),1 the textual basis as roughly outlined by 
him (Alayav. §§ 1.6.3; 1.6.5 - 1.6.7) will generally be accepted as my working- 
hypothesis. 


19. Accordingly, for practical purposes (only) three gross layers of the 
Yogacarabhiimi will be distinguished (cf. Alayav. §§ 1.6.6): a twofold Basic 
Section and the Viniscayasamgrahani. Hereby the parts of the Basic Section are 
such that some of the oldest layers do not contain any reference to the notion 
of dlayavijfiana (e.g., the Sravakabhiimi and the Bodhisattvabhiimi), while other 
parts? adduce the concept without, however, directly articulating any explicit 
reference to the Samdhinirmocanasitra. In utter contrast,3 the BoBhVinSg does 
not only refer to this stitra, but, as mentioned, completely assimilates it.4 


Basic Section’; for a referential survey relative to the Viniscayasamgrahani, see Alayav.: 
671ff. See also above, Ex. 2.. 


'Tt is, however, not felt that the lists of systematical contexts (Alayav. § 1.3.1) and exegetical 
reasons (Alayav. § 1.3.2) concerning the introduction of dlayavijfiana are necessarily 
exhaustive or represent more than an illustrative survey. Rather, it is important to keep in 
mind that the traditional proofs of the ontological and epistemological validity of 
alayavijnana, as justly emphasized by Schmithausen in Alayav. § 1.5, "may, but need not 
necessarily, include the original motive(s)” for its introduction. 


2 Conveniently listed in Alayav. § 6.0. 


3 Especially in view of the absence of all the concepts specific to the Samdhinirmocanasitra 
in the Bodhisattvabhimi (cf. already SCHMITHAUSEN 1969: 823 n. 53). 


4 Comprising 61 fols. of its 140 fols (in P 5539), the Bodhisattvabhiimiviniscayasamgrahani 
has quoted the Samdhinirmocanasitra chapter for chapter as follows: 


chapter of Samdh Samdh in 
(in Lamotte’s ed.) BoBhVinSg 
I 47b7 - 50a2 


II. 50a3 - 51b2 
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These layers do not necessarily represent homogeneous strata, but some, 
classified as earliest, contain materials that presuppose the later scholastic 
developments of the Viniscayasamgrahani.! On the other hand, the 
ViniScayasamgrahani's additional investigations and elaborate systematic 
distinctions were not completely dispensed from the task of accommodating 
old materials to the newly gained conceptual framework.? Most of those 
passages containing the concept of dlayavijfiana in the Basic Section have been 
scrutinized by Schmithausen as being later interpolations.3 


20. As the present aim is not to “attribute to any of them an evidential 
value superior to that of [Schmithausen's] Initial Passage" (Alayav.: 142) in 
course of reinvestigating the textual introductory locus of the concept of 
alayavijfiana, the general results of his text-historical analysis of those passages 
are accepted here as a basic orientation. Thus, text-historically speaking, there 
exists an intimate relation between the Yogdcarabhimi and the Samdhi- 
nirmocanasitra, whereby the latter made extensive use of Abhidharma 
materials stemming from older layers of the former,‘ while the philosophical 
developments taking place in the Viniscayasamgrahani, particularly with 


III. 51b3 - 54b4 
IV. 54b5 - 57b3 
V. 57b4 - 60a1 
VI. 60a2 - 62b2 
VII. 62b2 - 73b2 
VIII. 73b3 - 88b2 
IX. 88b3 - 100b5 
X. 100b6 - 108b8. 


1 Cf. Alayav. § 1.6.7 and n.132; further SCHMITHAUSEN 2000. 


2 An interesting case has been adduced in Alayav.: n.131; here Schmithausen refers to a 
passage in the Viniscayasamgrahani (cf. also Alayav.: n. 173) where the compiler makes a 
theoretical distinguishment for the respective employment of the two alternative manners 
of describing the context of nirodhasamapatti to account for the problem of continuity: one 
manner is to employ the concept of alayavijriana; the other one is to employ the bija-theory 
of the Early Yogacaras. The latter is explicitly said to be contextually valid only where (i.e., 
text-historically speaking: as long as) dlayavijfiana had not yet been introduced. 


3 Other passages containing the concept of dlayavijfiana, though showing no signs of being 
planted into an immediate surrounding that is older, do not fulfil the criteria of Alayav. § 
1.7 (i.e., they do not express any general concern of solving a problem by means of 
introducing a new concept, thus do not hint at constituting an initial passage whose 
plausibility of conceiving it as such is also logically appealing). Being situated within 
contextual materials that on the whole are younger, they do already presuppose 
the prior introduction of alayavijfiana in necessarily earlier materials. For Schmithausen's 
stimulating critical assessment of the relevant passages in the Basic Section, let me refer to 
Alayav. §§ 6.1-6.7 with a summary in Alayav. § 6.8. 


4 Cf, e.g., Alayav.: ns. 324, 334, etc. 
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respect to the elaboration of alayavijriana, have, in their turn, superseded the 
Samdhinirmocanasitra's explications of this concept.! 

This does, however, not entail for me that "the (nuclear portion of the) 
Vth chapter of the Samdhinirmocanasitra may have even been written with the 
very intention of superseding the corresponding portions of the Basic 
Section"? — if the implication hereby is that the Basic Section is supposed to 
have already contained the term dlayavijfana as a conceptual presupposition 


for that siitra. Understandably, this is exactly the implication that is valid for 
Schmithausen.3 


21. Once the evidence has been presented that those Glayavijfiana passages 
in the Basic Section "have been inserted into — doubtless older — 
materials where they were originally missing" (Alayav. § 6.8.2), it seems to be 
rather difficult to ascertain exactly when they were interpolated, except that 
this must have been the case after the concept had authentically been 
introduced somewhere else. — But the only guaranty for the validity of the 
theory that dlayavijnana had indeed been originally introduced in the Basic 
Section of the Yogacarabhiimi is, if I interpret Schmithausen correctly, that his 
assumption concerning the Initial Passage retains its validity. 


Should it become impossible to ascribe the literary inception of 
alayavijfiana to Schmithausen's Initial Passage, then it would be difficult, on the 
basis of Schmithausen's researches (e.g., Alayav. § 6.8.1), to identify any other 
authentic Yogacarabhiimi passages that are employing this term in original 
contexts and text-historically before the authentic literary evidence of 
alayavijnana in the Samdhinirmocanasitra.4 

The invalidation of Schmithausen's Initial Passage would receive 
additional support if arguments could be given that would make it highly 
probable (ie., in conformity with Alayav. § 1.7) that it was indeed this 
Samdhinirmocanasitra which took the initiative regarding the introduction of 
Aalayavijfiana. [see Ex. 9] 


Hence the following parts of this study will reconsider 


(I.B.2) the "Initial Passage" in the Yogacarabhiimt's Basic Section 
and 


(I.C) the Initiative of the Samdhinirmocanasitra concerning the 
Development of the Concept of a@layavijnana. 


1Cf., e.g., Alayav.: 47; Alayav. § 5.5.2, etc. 
2 Alayav.: 47 with reference to n. 324. 
3.Cf. Alayav.: 13 n. 121. 


4 Regarded as authentic also by Schmithausen: see Alayav.: n. 118. 
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Explication 
[Ex. 9] 


Given the circumstance that the validity of theories largely depends on the 
reactions of the community of researchers working in the same area, one 
might say that Schmithausen's historical assessment of the introduction and 
development of dlayavijfiana has received the most explicit "consolidation" in 
WALDRON 1995/2003. However, with regard to Schmithausen's historical 
assessment, Waldron has actually nothing new or consolidating to offer; he 
uncritically accepts Schmithausen's conclusions and, though his discussions 
are clad in the garb of a somewhat more fashionable diction, much of the 
material evidence he adduces has, in fact, been drawn from Alayav. Yet, given 
the complex nature of Schmithausen's monograph, Waldron's efforts to make 
Schmithausen's historical outline more easily accessible are perhaps partially 
useful. While historically following Schmithausen in the second part of his 
two-part contribution, WALDRON (1994/1995)! generally focuses on a larger 
Abhidharma context of thematizing vijfiana and tries to understand the 
“overall significance" of alayavijfiana in terms of a paradigm shift (a la Kuhn) 
related to synchronic and diachronic modes of describing vijfiana.* In his 


1 WALDRON 2003 represents largely an expanded re-elaboration of WALDRON 1994/95. 
Feeling somewhat uneasy in his compromises between accepting traditional assertions and 
those of historico-philological research, also in 2003 (p. 92) he expresses that he will not 
attempt his "own chronology of the Yogacara school or of the minute developments within 
each stage of the alayavijnana, but will roughly follow Lambert Schmithausen's careful 
reconstruction, which, if dabatable on this or that particular point, is persuasive enough in 
its basic outline to serve our more general purpose of introducing the doctrinal 
development". Still, Waldron remains historically uncommitted and vague ("In all 
probability parts of the Yogacarabhiimi pre-date the Samdhinirmocana Sitra ..."), seemingly 
happy to retain ingredients of traditional fiction: "[...]the voluminous Yogacarabhimi, 
attributed to (though likely only compiled by) Asanga. He was the half-brother of 
Vasubandhu, the author of the Abhidharmakoga and [...]" — enough with that. 


2 WALDRON (1995: 11) believes that to justify the "overall significance" of alayavijfiana in 
view of considering the ‘synchronic’ and ‘diachronic’ aspects it entails is "still a desideratum". 
Of course, the predicates ‘synchronic’ and ‘diachronic’ have only recently spread into 
various departments of the humanistic discourse, but the appreciation of "overall 
significance" of dlayavijfiana as a consciousness functioning simultaneously with other 
layers is a long-standing ingredient of buddhological research (at least in Europe). Beyond 
Siddhi: 94-220, LA VALLEE POUSSIN's (1935) mature and beautiful introduction to LAMOTTE 
1935a has been a rather influential source, to which we should add LAMOTTE 1935a and his 
work on Samdh, MSgr and KSi. 

The substance of what Waldron designates as ‘diachronic’ and 'synchronic’ aspects 
has been so much part of a general buddhological prestructure of understanding that it is 
only by being aware of this fact that one can understand the gist of SCHMITHAUSEN 1967 
(summarized in English on page 136): inspired by LA VALLEE POUSSIN (1935: 167,24ff.), 
Schmithausen showed that, against what one would generally expect, Vasubandhu's late 
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words: "I focus upon the disjunction, centering on vijfiana, between the 
synchronic dharmic analysis and diachronic santana discourse" (WALDRON 
1995: 11).! Already when defining his understanding of the basic feature of 
these two issues in WALDRON 1994: 208ff., it had been emphasized that both 
"the synchronic dharmic analysis and diachronic discourse of the mental 
stream are of central importance to Abhidharma as a whole". And WALDRON 
1995 promises "to outline exactly how the complex of notions surrounding 
the dlayavijriana actually addresses these issues within a larger framework" (p. 
11). 

While the application of diachronic and synchronic perspectives, when 
focusing upon vijfiana, can certainly be very useful (cf. also Ex. 13), Waldron 
does not at all address the issue of dlayavijfiana within the larger systematic 
framework of the new ontology that fundamentally characterizes the 
Yogacara-Vijnanavada branch. This ontology, after all, may have served as a 
presupposition for dlayavijriana to function in a meaningful context.2 A 
question addressing this framework might have brought him into dangerous 
conflict with Schmithausen's historical conclusions — (hence?) it is not even 
asked. Apparently predisposed by Schmithausen's isolation of the inception 
of alayavijfiana from this ontological context, Waldron likewise commits what 
I would regard as a serious methodological omission.3 


Vimsatika Vijnaptimatratasiddhih is not based on a model of consciousness that assumes a 
simultaneity of several vijrianas. 


1 Waldron's formulation is actually not quite to the point; it appears he sacrifices precision 
in behalf of jargon. There is no such disjunction in Abhidharma as he postulates to gain a 
focus for what he perceives as paradigm shift (cf. also 2003: 56f., 66f., 76). In Abhidharma 
the stream of consciousness has been thematized in terms of both continuity and 
simultaneity (whenever appropriate), whereby its "phenomenological" analysis of dharmas 
has likewise addressed both synchronic (i.e. the simultaneous presence of dharmas at a 
given time - better: in a given state of consciousness) and diachronic (e.g., darsanamarga) 
aspects. And while the notion of schools in Buddhism naturally entails that of a diversity of 
specific models, each school necessarily formulated models integrating fundamental 
notions such as the karma-phala continuum, the diversities of dharmas, the marga, etc., that is 
to say, developed models integrating bothsynchronic and diachronic notions. 


2 In his conclusion, WALDRON (1995: 28f.) does not even indicate the slightest recognition 
of the most significant features of alayavijfiana, i.e., that of being a sarva bijakam cittam 
and that of having been conceived asa veritable consciousness provided with 
caittas and an indistinct-uninterrupted (aparicchinna-) mode of noetically constituting the 
participated surroundings (bhajana-vijfiapti). Not better in 2003; these significant terms do 
not even occur in the index. 


3 On the one hand, Waldron wants the alayavijfiana to account for a ‘paradigm shift’, on the 
other hand, he feels bound to Schmithausen's "historical outline" of the "development" of a 
pre-Samdh notion of dlayavijriana, one which certainly did not entail the factors Waldron 
enlists for his so-called 'paradigm shift’. Once Waldron accepts (with Schmithausen) that 
the introduction of dlayavijfanadid not imply such a shift, he should have shown 
that a "crisis" with regard to the older concept of alayavijfiana occurred and that there is a 
fundamental incompatibility between the "older" alayavijfiana and the "new" dlayavijfiana 
(an "incompatibility" between an older and a new model being, after all, the hall-mark of a 


1.B.2 THE "INITIAL PASSAGE" 
IN THE Yogacarabhimi's BASIC SECTION 


I.B.2.a. PRELIMINARY INVESTIGATIONS 


22. The locus of his Initial Passage is of extraordinary significance for 
Schmithausen, since the plausibility of choosing the name @layavuijfana 
in that context seemed to have been fulfilled — hence the criterion Alayav. § 
1.7.22) — in a very concrete sense (not to say in a materialistic sense). 
However, the meaning of @layavijfiana that is regarded by him as the 
original one is supposed to have been very quickly forgotten again. Even the 
first Yogacara-Vijhanavadins elaborating this concept had already forgotten 
it according to Schmithausen.! That is, already the earliest Buddhist insiders 
next to the postulated inventors of the Initial Passage are suspected to have 
resorted to reinterpreting this notion.2 In other words, Schmithausen is 
very much aware of the fact that his interpretation of the "original" meaning 
of dlayavijfiana — as it appears to him to originate from the context that has 
been assumed by him to be the original one — differs from the whole 
classical buddhological tradition of interpretation. 

It will therefore be necessary to investigate whether this difference of 
understanding is an isolated case, or whether it presupposes a difference of 
understanding of other technical terms occurring in the Initial Passage to 
function, in the eyes of Schmithausen, as factors fulfilling Alayav. § 1.7.(2). 


The suggested Initial Passage is found in the Samahita Bhiimith ("The 
Stage related to Absorptive Concentration"). Previously somewhat hidden 
away from the attention of scholars,? it occurs in the traditionally 


Kuhnian paradigm shift). As it stands, however, the true paradigm shift — which also 
involved the very introduction of the notion of dlayavijfiana — has not at all been 
recognized by Waldron. Though much else could be critically addressed concerning the 
details of Waldron's presentation, within the restricted framework of my present historical 
focus there is no need to treat it separately, since Waldron depends (as he himself has 
admitted) almost entirely on Schmithausen's historical perception. 


! Le., Schmithausen's identification of the "original" meaning of alayavijfiana had been 
"forgotten" already in the Vinigcayasamgrahani and in the Abhidharmasamuccaya (cf., e.g., 
Alayav. § 3.13.6), as also in the Mahayanasamgraha and in the Abhidharmasiitra (cf., e.g., 
Alayav. § 3.13.7). Also the other dlayavijfiana-passages in the Basic Section are not related to 
Schmithausen's "original" meaning of d@layavijnana (cf. below, § 23 ). 


2 Cf. Alayav. § 3.13.8. In fact, this process is supposed to have started already in the 
Samdhinirmocanasiitra (Alayav. § 3.9.1). 


3 Cf. Alayav.: 16: "— a passage, by the way, which so far seems to have escaped the 
attention of scholars, ...”. 
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problematic context of nirodhasamapatti.! And it is in view of exactly this 
context of nirodhasamapatti that certain features, alayavijniana is supposed to be 
endowed with, seem to become plausible. To quote Schmithausen (Alayav. § 
2.13.2):2 


"An important point of the alayavijfiana concept of my Initial Passage 
is that alayavijiiana is conceived of as sticking or hiding in 
the material sense-faculties."3 


! For contextually pertinent references, see Alayav.: 636f. Thematically related to this 
context is P. J. GRIFFITHS’ book 'On Being Mindless’ (1986), which constitutes an attempt to 
discuss the implications of nirodhasamapatti (as well as similar states) and the manner of 
how different schools — with a particular focus on Yogacara(-Vijhanavada) — tried to 
conceptually account for the various phenomenological problems involved. Also LA 
VALLEE POUSSIN's (1937, esp. pp. 210ff.) earlier discussions retain their value. 

For Vasubandhu's pertinent problematizations of this “contemplative attainment of 
total suspension of psychic activities" in his Karmasiddhiprakarana and Pratityasamutpada- 
vyakhy@see esp. KSi,: 168ff., §§ 22ff. and MUROJI 1993: 8ff., §§ 6.11-6.1.4.6 [cf. p. 28f.]. 

Sanghabhadra's reassertion of the Sarvastivada position on nirodhasamapatti against 
Vasubandhu's interpretation in AKBh has become accessible in COX 1995 (chapters 7 and 
17): in Sanghabhadra's Nyayanusara the Sautrantika/Darstantika (bi-polar) bija-model is 
critically reviewed. 


From those classical scholastic controversies it is quite evident that the concept of 
alayavijnana could indeed solve important phenomenological problems connected with 
nirodhasamapatti, in contrast to theories lacking it. This does, however, by no means imply 
that this problematic context necessarily served to stimulate (— let alone as the sole 
dominant factor —) the inception of a@layavijiana. The Samdhinirmocanasitra, which is 
regarded by Schmithausen as having superseded the Basic Section, "does not even mention" 
(Alayav.: 47) the new concept in this context (cf. Samdh X.9). Also the important and rather 
early Y.-V. work, Mahayanasamgraha, does not emphasize the nirodhasamapatti as the most 
crucial context for the meaning and function of @layavijfana. 

Again, in Schmithausen's words, 


"the occurrences of nirodhasamapatti in the alayavijfiana-chapter of 
the Mahayanasamgraha are, or belong to, text portions which appear, 
from the compositional point of view, to be intrusive ..." 

(Alayav.: 101; see here — and especially n. 708 [with an addendum 
on p. 697] and n. 710 — for further discussions). 


2 The spacing in this and other quotations is Schmithausen's own; if in quotations italics 
have not been applied (e.g., to the term Glayavijfiana or to titles of texts), it is likewise for 
the sake of stylistically retaining the original. 


3 As compared with the present passage of Alayav. § 2.13.2, the expression "mind sticking 
or lying hidden [in the material sense-faculties]" as the original meaning of @layavijriana 
achieves a slightly different emphasis of interpretation in Alayav. § 3.13.8. Though the 
difference is reflected in terms of a historical development by Schmithausen, the very need 
to recognize the immediate inapplicability of a concept as defined by him is 
interesting. Not least, if it is taken into consideration that according to him (though in a 
different context) the notion of ‘lying hidden in’ may be also conceived as being somehow 
related to the notion of ‘being latent' (cf. Alayav.: 29). Cf. also below, the note ad § 57 that 
is referring to the Samkhya system. 
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23. Within the limits of the present argument, my aim is not to investigate 
the philosophical appropriateness as regards the applicability of designations 
such as "idealism" and "spiritualism"! to Buddhist thought when it is further 
asserted that — as typical for the (Early) Yogacara context as a whole — "the 
Initial Passage does not show any trace of idealism or spiritualism, but on 
the contrary plainly contradicts such a position" (Alayav. § 2.13.7). What will 
be analysed, however, is Schmithausen's reason (ibid.): 


"since [...] the sense-faculties are not only not taught to be mere 
imagesin alayavijfiana but, on the contrary, alayavijiiana is 
expressly taught to stickin the material sense-faculties". 


Reading this argument, we have to ask: what are the implications for 
Schmithausen whether something is taught or is not taught in this respect? — 
Being specifically restricted, the implications are whether or not it has been 
taught in his Initial Passage: 


"In the Initial Passage, alayavijfiana is taught to be present, and to 
prevent death, in nirodhasamapatti, but the passage does not tell us 


1 It would lead me to digress too far were I to analyse here the philosophical appropriate- 
ness of applying these terms to Buddhist thought (apart from the uncertainty of what they 
mean by themselves). 

Of course, general notions such as ‘realism’, ‘idealism’, etc. are often applied to 
Buddhist thought, and Schmithausen merely adopts this habit for the sake of convenience. 
In the present case, Schmithausen's assertion seems to resonate with LA VALLEE POUSSIN's 
(1935: 167) statement: "Il est trés probable que l'Alaya n'‘avait au début aucun lien avec les 
théses idéalistes." — The intention hereby is not so much a philosophical characterization of 
Yogacara(-Vijnanavada) as ‘idealism’, but to express the view that d@layavijnaina may have 
been introduced independent of the notions of the three natures (svabhiva/laksana) and 
vijnaptimatra(ta). That these three technical notions have been employed separately in 
different texts is easy to prove (cf. KSit, PSVym, MAV, V8), but at this point we are 
concerned with the question of their original introduction. 


Presently I simply respect Schmithausen's premises (as stated in the preface, Alayav.: 
VII) while discussing his 'Alayavijiiana-theory'. However “unphilosophical" his choice of 
technical terminology may be, as he admits (ibid.), one is usually greatly rewarded in terms 
of philological materials with associated reflections. 

Nevertheless, in principle, it is as difficult to express one's meaning of a term in a 
philosophical text without making an, at least implicit, philosophical statement as it is to 
live in a human society without asserting at least some minimum features of social 
behavior. 

While being personally convinced that a slightly higher degree of philosophical 
attention had resulted in a considerably different perception of the nature of the 
problematic constellation concerning the introduction of Glayavijnana, my, as | hope, 
constructive critique of Schmithausen's hypothesis will remain philologically, historically 
and structuralistically orientated. Yet, as an additional feature toward the end of these 
investigations (see Ex. 37), I will in the process of characterizing essential features of the 
philosophical position of BoBh's Tattvartha-chapter (as a predecessor of Samdh) refer to 
Western philosophical positions (esp. to Kant) for the sake of greater contrastive clarity. 
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anything about its occurrence outside nirodhasamapatti" (Alayav. § 
2.13.6). 


Therefore, Schmithausen continues, 


"it may well be that alayavijiiana was, initially, conceived as a kind 
of 'gap-bridger', but hardly in such a way that its occurrence in 
ordinary states had been denied" (ibid.). 


As we observe, Schmithausen's method of "contextualizing" what he 
considered to be the introductory situation of Glayavijfiana consisted in 
historically isolating the Initial Passage from all other contexts that might have 
provided further clues as to the connotative implications of the novel 
concept. Even the other passages in the Basic Section (supposed to be 
temporally closest to the Initial Passage) were not taken into consideration, 
since, in fact, the significance "consciousness/mind sticking/hiding in ..." 
does not really make much sense in their cases (being nowhere emphasized 
as a dominant connotation, at best implied in one case; cf. Alayav. §§ 6.3.2 & 
3.3.1.3). Alayavijfiana does not at all appear as a "gap-bridger" in these 
interpolated passages, but as a fully accepted concept, which has been 
associated with various kinds of important functions "in ordinary states" (cf. 
the whole of Alayav. § 6). 

It is, perhaps, questionable whether a procedure as here employed is 
historico-philologically legitimate. This methodological suspiciousness is 
enhanced if — against what appears to be the proclaimed methodological 
program — it is not at all information gained from the Initial Passage that has 
been fully evaluated in the first place. But it is the exterior, larger context of 
scholastic discussions concerned with finding a proper solution for the 
“mind-problem" in nirodhasamapatti to which the actual internal 
evidence, which properly characterizes dlayavijfiana (see infra I.B.1b 
‘Detailed Investigation of the Initial Passage’), is getting secondarized by 
Schmithausen. [see Ex. 10] 

To quote Schmithausen on the main function he ascribes to dlayavijriana 
in his Initial Passage: 


"In the Initial Passage, alayavijiiana is taught to be present, and to 
prevent death, in nirodhasamapatti" (Alayav. § 2.13.6). 


24. No doubt the problem of nirodhasamapatti has been a weighty one, and 
what seems to have been an especially problematic situation for the Early 
Yogacaras has skilfully been assembled in Alayav. §§ 2.3 - 2.4. 

Let us recall some aspects of this context. Vasumitra (and others) 
offered the solution (cf. AKBh 72,25; AKVy 167,5f.) of assuming those 
meditatively absorbed states of ‘cessation’ and ‘notionlessness' in which 
nothing whatsoever is conceived (nirodhasamjrisamapattyasamjnikani) as being 
nevertheless endowed with a psychic presence (sacittakani). And Vasumitra is 
often quoted for identifying the subtle psychic presence with a non-exhibited 
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(aparisphuta manovijfiana (cf. AKVy 167,6; Alayav.: n. 157; MUROJI 1993: 74 [= 
17*,11]/152 n. 180). 

But even if Vasumitra's theory had not been acceptable! to those 
contemporary scholars-cum-meditation masters, who were working on (and 
re-working) the Yogacarabhiimi, it does not automatically follow that "the 
only way out of the difficulty" (Alayav.: 19) was for them "to declare the 
vijfiana which has not withdrawn from the body in nirodhasam@patti to be an 
other, sublimal type of vijfiana" (ibid.). — On the contrary, they already 
had a different solution. 

As Schmithausen himself was, naturally, very much aware (since he has 
employed this awareness in his interpretation of the Initial Passage), the Early 
Yogacaras had a specific theory, which they have shared with the 
Sautrantikas.2 This theory amounted to the conception of a sort of polar 


1 According to AKBh 72,24 and KSi;, § 24/KSiy;: 27, Vasumitra's theory (cf. Alayav.: n. 158 
and MUROJI 1993: 152 n. 180) has been promoted in his Pariprccha-nama-sastra, while 
YaSomitra (AKVy 167,21: paricavastukadiny api hi tasya santi sastrani) identifies the 
Paricavastuka as another work of the same author. On the Paricavastuka, see E. FRAU- 
WALLNER 1963, J. IMANISHI 1969, C. COX 1998: 213ff.. 

Nevertheless, the author of this theory remains elusive, as he cannot simply be 
identified with the Sarvastivadin Vasumitra (cf. also Koga I: XLIVf£.; Alayav.: n. 153 and 
Cox 1995: 123 n. 17). Already FRAUWALLNER (1995: 189ff.; orig. 1973) had traced a 
confusion of two different Vasumitras to the Vibhasa and referred to a certain popularity of 
this name (n. 32). On the various Vasumitras, cf. also COX 1995: 75 n. 10. 

As to the critique - particularly the post-VinSg Y.-V. refutation - of a subtle 
presence of manovijfiana in nirodhasamapatti, see the references provided in Alayav.: 158, to 
which MUROJI 1993: §§ 6.1.3.1-7 (cf. p. 28) has to be added. 


2 Cf. above § 22 n. 4 and Ex. 10. At AKBh 72,21, Vasubandhu first indicates the authors of a 
particular theory by the phrase apare punar ahuh, and these "others" are identified by 
YaSomitra (AKVy 167,16) as Sautrantikah. After stating the theory (see § 25 n. 2) thus 
attributed to the Sautrantikas, Vasubandhu adds: anyonyabijakam hy etad ubhayam yad uta 
cittam ca sendriyas ca kaya iti purvacaryah, i.e., that the earlier Acaryas had the view that 
both the psychical and the sensory organisms are mutually associated with each other's 
virtual condition. Since, in this case, YaSomitra does not particularly specify these 
pirvacaryas one could conclude that those referred to by this designation are still the 
Sautrantikas. On the other hand, as Alayav.: n. 170 says (referring to a pertinent study of 
HAKAMAYA in Japanese; cf. also MUROJI 1993: 8; KRITZER 1999: 280), the employment of 
the expression piirvacarya in the Abhidharmakosa "appears to refer, consistently, to the Early 
Yogacara masters", in particular to those associated with the Yogacarabhiimi. When 
YaSomitra, at another place (AKVy 281,27 ad AKBh 127,20), identifies some pirvacaryas as 


"Yogacara aryAsanga prabhrtayah" he certainly supports the latter view (though he may not 
necessarily be always referring to pre-Samdhinirmocanasiitra Yogacara masters). However, 
independently of whether in this case the Sautrantikas alone are meant, or whether their 
view is connected with that of the Early Yogacaras, the evidence that their views are 
practically identical has been provided in Alayav.: ns. 171 (= KSiz, § 23/KSiy: 25) + 172 (= 
PVK-MBh-VinSg zi 15b5-8). For further observations on the closeness, up to identity, of 
Sautrantika and Early Yogacara theoretical positions, cf. also KRITZER 1999 (: VIIIf.; 20), 
KRITZER 2005, as well as JIABS 26,2 (2003) featuring "Sautrantika" with pertinent 
contributions by R. Kritzer, N. Yamabe, T. Fukuda, B. Dessein and Y. Honjo. 
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relationship between (a) the riipinindriyani sadhisthanani! and (b) vijriana in 
such a way that both poles (a + b) were meant to exist potentially within each 
other, with the capacity mutually to effect each other's re-arisal, or 
reactualization, after the functional presence of any one of them had been 
interrupted for more or less extended periods of time. 


25. Practically speaking,* this theory of the Early Yogacaras/Sautrantikas 
accounts for two existentially extreme situations: @riipyadhatu as a sphere of 
rebirth and nirodhasam@patti as ultimate attainment of meditative absorption. 

Thus, on the one hand, it accounts for the future possibility of sensory 
experienes in the case of those who have entered the extremely subtle sphere 
of formlessness (@riipyadhatu), where all physical/sensory form has ceased to 
exist; and this can last long (cf., e.g., AKBh 174,6ff. ad AK III.81). Under such 
circumstances, it is only from the psyche itself (citta) that physical form (ripa) 
as a sensory experience quality can subsequently be reproduced (i.e., when 
riipa- or kama-dhatu is getting "re-inhabited” by a consciousness bound to take 
rebirth there). 


1 Semantically the expression ‘*riipinindriyani sadhisthanani (in the present context as 
reconstructed by Schmithausen from the Tibetan dban po gzugs can rten dan bcas pu, cf. 
Alayav.: n.172), signifying "the sensory faculties/capacities together with [their physical] 
bases” (e.g., eye-sight as correlated to the eye-ball), corresponds to the meaning of the 
expression sendriyah kayah, “the [physical] organism together with [its sensory] capacity", in 
short: "the sensory organism”. 


2 Apart from the evidence elaborated in Alayav.: ns. 171 + 172 (already referred to), the 
textual basis for the following remarks is the explanation given by Vasubandhu (AKBh 
72,21ff.): 

katham tavad ariipyopapannanam ciraniruddhe ‘pi riipe punar api 

riuipam jayate? cittad eva hi taj jayate na riipat / evam cittam apy 

asmad eva sendriyat kayaj jayate na cittat. 

How is it, in fact, that for those, [after they had] assumed rebirth in ariipyadhatu, 

physical form is produced again, even though it had ceased for a long time? 

It is from the psychical indeed that it is produced, not from [any] physical form. 

In just the same way as also the psychical is produced from just this sensory 

organism, not from the psychical [itself, when arising from nirodhasamapatti]. 


It is this view which has been ascribed to the Sautrantikas, as referred to above in § 24 n. 2 
(— where also the immediately subsequent phrase [anyonyabijakam ...] has already been 
quoted as the one that has been ascribed to the piirvacaryas). 


Keeping in mind that the normative states of existence in 
(1) ariipyadhatu and 
(2) nirodhasamapatti 
are respectively referred to, this "bi-polar bija-model" is most concisely described in 
YaSomitra's reformulation (AKVy 167,20) as follows: 
citte ‘pi sendriyasya ka@yasya bijam asti kaye ca sendriye cittasyal- 
iti], "it is in the psychical, in fact, where the potentiality of the sensory 
organism exists, and [that] of the psychical is present in the sensory 
organism". 
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On the other hand, it accounts for the possibility of re-arising from a 
state of nirodhasamapatti — signifying the “contemplative attainment of [total] 
suspension [of psychic activities]" — to normal consciousness. In _nirodha- 
samapatti all psychic activity (cittacaitta), hence the entire process of vuijfiana- 
actualization, has ceased. It is then from the sensory organism (sendriyat kayat) 
that cognitive experiences can re-arise, because the virtual capacity of 
consciousness, i.e., consciousness reduced to a condition of inactualized 
potentiality (bija), has all the while remained bound up in the organism. 

In other words, both those existentially extreme situations — 
the normative state of nirodhasam@patti (with the total suspension of cognitive 
experiences) and that of the driipyadhatu (with the complete absence of 
sensory/physical form) — had, within the limits of the traditionally 
available conceptual framework, been fairly well accounted for by means of 
what we may calla ‘bi-polar bija-model'. 


26. We must be aware that it is in consideration (cf. Alayav.§§ 2.5 + 2.6) of 
precisely this relationship between sendriyakaya (ritpinindrtyani sadisthanant) 
and citta/vijfiana that Schmithausen has conceived the relationship between 
riipisv indriyesv aparinatesu and Glayavijfana in the Initial Passage. However, 
unlike the Early Yogacara conception of a complete ‘bi-polar bija-model'’,! 
Schmithausen's version of the original @layavijfiana is meant to account for 
only one aspect of those two phenomenologically extreme situations 
that had to be taken into consideration.? 


1 The references in § 24 n. 2 and § 25 n. 2 invariably demonstrated the anyonyabijaka- 
character — that is, the character of mutually providing and the capacity of preserving 
each other's virtuality — of the Early Yogacara/Sautrantika “bi-polar bija-model". It is 
interesting that when providing some arguments in favour of the existence of alayavijnana 
in his PSVy (just before quoting the Dharmadinnasitra-passage), Vasubandhu still 
emphasizes these two _ existentially most extreme situations (cf. MUROJI 1993: 114/192f. 
[= §§ 13.3a + b]). That is, he must have known all the other arguments from the "proof- 
portion" of dlayavijriana in PVK-MBh-VinSg (zi 2b2-4a4: reproduced in ASBh 11,18-13,20; 
cf. also GRIFFITHS 1986, App. C), since, apart from providing two additional proofs from 
the list, he actually refers to the Yogacarabhiimi (PSVym@: § 14 [p. 116/195]). Yet, Vasu- 
bandhu restricts himself to adducing only the most significant contextual reasons (cf. hereto 
also MUROJI, op. cit.: 14ff.). 


2 According to Schmithausen (Alayav. § 3.9.2.6), the second existential extreme, that of 
ariipyadhatu, is supposed to have been accounted for only later, in the Samdhinirmocana- 
siitra. But even this siitra appears, according to Schmithausen, "to have not yet fully 
recognized” that dlayavijfiana “cannot always, and hence cannot essentially, be 
conceived of as sticking in the body”. 

Schmithausen thinks that somehow the authors of the Samdhinirmocanasiitra were 
still conceiving @layavijfiana in the sense of consciousness sticking in the body, although 
the ariipyadhatu has been introduced as a functional sphere. That is, they are thought of as 
having not yet really understood what they were doing. 

In this way — i.e., by assuming a stunning theoretical incompetence on part of the 
Y.(-V.) scholars — something like a first phase of the historical development of the notion 
of dlayavijfiana has been gained by Schmithausen. And it is only in the next phase, 
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When, considering more or less the whole Basic Section to be a pre- 
Samdhinirmocanasitra accomplishment,! he says (Alayav. § 3.8.1): 


"to be sure, alayavijfiana is, in the Basic Section, hardly anything but 
Seeds (bija) hypostatized into a new, sublimal kind of mind", 
we do have to ask: 


"Well, what should then be the advantage of staging a new type of 
consciousness which should not be a new type, at all? 

All the functional aspects, the new one should be endowed with, 
were in fact already, and better, provided for. 

Why then theoretically erect the construction of a new type 

and calling it 'mind-sticking-in [the material sense-faculties]'? 
Should we not rather — respecting Schmithausen's own methodo- 
logical principles (e.g. 1987a: 380) — call for Occam's razor (pluralitas 
non est ponenda sine necessitate)? to be adaptively applied to it?". 


27. Inany case, with regard to the normative state of nirodhasamapatti in the 
context of the Early Yogacaras — present as textual materials of the 
Yogacarabhimi pertaining to its pre-Samdhinirmocanasitra stage — there is no 
need at all for a type of a so-called @layavijfiana as specified by Schmithausen. 
[see Ex. 11] 

Such a type of an "initial" dlayavijfiana would have not only imperfectly 
redoubled the notions already framed, but would also have created great 
problems of justifying, with authority, the introduction of such a "new" kind 
of consciousness. 

In this respect it would be less problematic to conceive that the 
Samdhinirmocanasitra, with the proper authority of a Mahayanasiitra, had 
introduced, for other reasons, a really new consciousness within the 
contextual setting of a larger conceptual framework. Once introduced in a 


constituted by the Pravrtti Portion of VinSg, that this presumed insufficiency of 
understanding their own concept is meant to have been balanced by the Yogacara- 
Vijfianavadins. According to Alayav. § 3.10.2, 

"it would seem that in the Pravrtti Portion alayavijnana has, 

at least de facto, transcended its original feature of essentially 

being bound, and somehow subordinate, to corporeal matter". 


1 Which for Schmithausen means in particular that "the origin of the dlayavijiiana theory 
does not seem to have any material connection with the origin of the doctrine of 
vijfiaptimatrata" (Alayav.: 33). 

We have to note, however, that this statement can retain its validity only as long as 
the theory assuming an origination of the concept of dlayavijfana in the 
Yogacarabhimi prior to the production of the Samdhinirmocanasitra remains valid. 
Naturally, in the case of later (i.e., post-Samdh) interpolations into older Yogacarabhiimi 
materials, the larger context of such interpolations has no deductive value for the original 
conceptual surroundings of the interpolated materials. 


2 Cf. Ordinatio lib. 1 prol q. 1 / OT 1:74, 1. 22. (OT = William of Ockham’'s ‘Opera 
theologica’, edited in: Opera philosophica et theologica, New York 1967ff.). 


Alayavijiiana - theory: "Initial Passage" (preliminaries): Ex. 10 55 


traditionally acceptable way, Glayavijfiana and this new framework could, 
without great problems of justification, have been assimilated and adopted 
by subsequent circles of Buddhist scholars. Apart from being essentially in 
agreement with Alayav. § 6.8.1, this assumption is likewise supported by the 
evidence of eagerly assimilating Samdh as displayed, in various ways, by 
VinSg. 

In the light of the preceding investigations (in §§ 24-27, incl. Ex. 10-11) it has 
become evident that the exegetical constellation within the Mault Bhiimi's 
non-Mahayana framework has not at all reched a point that made the 
introduction of a new type of vijfiana inevitable; in other words, from our 
preliminary reconsiderations [see also Ex. 12] it has become clear that 
Schmithausen's Initial Passage does not fulfil the criterion Alayav. § 1.7.(1). 


Let us now (in §§ 28ff.) take a closer look at the Initial Passage itself and see 
whether it may be considered to fulfil the criterion Alayav.§ 1.7.(2). 


Explications 
[Ex. 10] 


It is true that later scholastic developments did indeed formulate the 
argument that it functions "to prevent death” as reason for the necessity of 
conceiving an Glayavijriana to be present in nirodhasamapatti. But I am not able 
to discover any statement in the Initial Passage itself (cf. § 28 below) that 
explicates this reason. The locus classicus of this reason (referred to in Alayav. 
§ 2.3) is to be found in the Viniscayasamgrahani, to which ASBh 11,18 refers, 
and upon which the Abhidharmasamuccayabhasya is based when quoting the 
pertinent proof passage (ASBh 13, §VII).! And here, to quote the available 
Sanskrit, it says directly (ASBh 13,13ff. [= PVK-Mbh-VinSg zi 4a1f.]): 

kena karanendasaty dlayavijnane ‘citta samapattir na sambhavati | tatha 

kayad apakrantam syat | nanapakrantam tatah kalakriyaiva bhavet 

"Why, in the case alayavijnana would not exist, an unconscious 

contemplative absorbtion would not be possible? 

Because, in such a case, the consciousness of somebody either absorbed 

in a state of unconscious unknowing (asamjni-) or in a state of total 

cessation, would indeed have departed from the body. [Would it] not 

[be the case that it] had not departed, then he would just decease." 


In a strict sense, and especially on basis of Schmithausen's own presup- 
positions, it is risky (cf. Alayav. § 1.5) to project this reason, which had been 
formulated much later, unto the Initial Passage (cf. below, § 28). 


1 For the whole context, cf. also GRIFFITHS 1986: Appendix C. 
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It is, of course, possible to see the reason why (and how) the question of 
the Initial Passage — katham vijfianam kayad anapakrantam bhavati — has 
motivated Schmithausen’s prolific associations (on this, see Ex. 11). However, 
not least also in view of the fact that the Early Yogacaras had already 
developed a model that accounted for some presence of consciousness in 
nirodhasamapatti,! it may be necessary to take recourse to another possibility of 
interpreting this rhetorical question. While, on the one hand, the fact that the 
Early Yogacaras already had a good explanatory model (adopted to the 
whole context of their terminological presuppositions) may hardly be taken 
as having motivated them to search for still another one (within the same 
framework), we cannot, on the other hand, ignore the suggestive function of 
the particle hi in the Initial Passage. In combination with the particle hi at the 
beginning of the answer to it, we may take the very phrasing of the question 
asa direct reference to a familiar problematic context, which now, 
finally, had received its satisfactory Y.-V. solution. In other words, the 
possibility that this direct reference has to be taken as an explicit indication 
that Schmithausen's I. P., representing likewise an interpolation, actually 
presupposes the post-Samdh VinSg discussions cannot be excluded. 

Indeed, in connection with other reconsiderations to be elaborated 
subsequently (see §§ 28ff.), the assumption that the Initial Passage presupposes 
the VinSg reflections may constitute a rather plausible interpretation.2 The 
VinSg solution represents that stage of Y.-V. reflection on the nirodhasamapatti 
context that will essentially be reproduced by later Y.-V. thinkers (such as 
Vasubandhu and Sthiramati) also when critically addressing the Early 
Yogacara/Sautrantika bija-model. And, as referred to, even Schmithausen 
himself does in fact take that solution (hence de facto the VinSg stage of 
reflection) as a point of departure for the interpretation of his Initial Passage. 

To take this occasion to address still another contextually pertinent 
philosophical constellation — and independent of the validity of specific 
siitra-passages for some branches of the Buddhist tradition in contrast to 
others —, the evidence that vijfiana could also be discounted as an essential 
factor for the preservation of life in nirodhasamapatti is interesting. The very 
fact that the Sarvastivadins (cf., e.g., COX 1995, chpt. 17) continued to insist 
upon the absence of vijfiana in nirodhasama@patti demonstrates that it could be 
clearly separated from jivitendriya, the life-force or vitality principle 
preventing death according to them. That is, endowing jivitendrtya with a 
substantial reality (dravya) as a cittaviprayuktadharma, the Sarvastivadins could 


1Cf. the discussion above, in §§ 24ff. 


2 Though the assertion of this interpretation is made here at a place in the course of my 
investigation that seems to precede the actual discussion of the I-P., the succession of 
individual aspects presently discussed does much less reflect a hierarchy of logical 
arguments and subarguments than a network of single points mutually supplementing each 
other as individual aspects of the total evidence that is provided. 
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easily dispense with vijfiana in  nirodhasamapatti.' But, unlike the 
Sarvastivadins,? the Sautrantikas and Early Yogacaras (just as the Yogacara- 
Vijfianavadins) did not accept jivitendriya as a dravyadharma (cf. in general 
JAINI 1959a: 539ff.). They accepted it as a convenient concept (prajfiapti), 
whereas vijfiana was, in various respects, conceived as the real fundamental 
dharma. Hence, the Sautrantikas explained the continuity in a@rijpyadhatu in 
terms of a cooperation between karman (i.e., cetana; cf. KSi,: 165) and vijfiana. 
That is, they could simply dispense with jivitendriya when the Sarvastivadins 
needed it most urgently. 

Therefore, as regards this nirodhasama@patti context, our crucial focus is 
better not to remain restricted to the question of whether or not the presence 
of vijfiana has been accepted by some schools and rejected by others. But we 
have to widen our horizon and see how this particular issue is founded in 


1 Also emphasized in the Abhidharmadipa, another reaction to AKBh, when it states that 
jivitendriya is always accompanied by vijfiana in a@riupyadhatu, with the exception of 
nirodhasamapatti (ADVr 98,5f.: dGriipyadhatau tu sarvam  vijfianasahavarti, anyatra 
nirodhasamapatteh). 


2 ADVr 98,7: jivitendriyam gatiprajfiaptyupadanam astiti dravyam ("Life-force, while 
assuming the connotation of 'mode of existence’, does really exist, that is as something 
substantial"). 


3 As AK II.45a (@yur jivitam) says: jivitendriya, the vitality principle, corresponds to ayus, 
life-force. — And the Sarvastivadins developed the conception of a close relationship 
between ayus, iisman ("warmth") and vijfidana. For this conception they could refer to a 
frequently quoted verse (a variant of which is found at SN III: 143), which draws its 
original inspiration from the locus classicus (MN I: 296) discussing the difference between 
death and nirodhasamapatti in the Mahavedallasuttam (cf. hereto also SCHMITHAUSEN 1987a 
§§ 6.0-6.4.4/p. 396f.: table VID): 


ayur iismatha vijninam yada kayam jahaty ami | (cf. SrBh 376,4; 
apaviddhas tada Sete yatha kastham acetanam \\ AKBh 73,20 & 243,24; 
AKVy 668,16; 
"When life-force, warmth and ADVr 98,1; further 
consciousness leave this body, PASADIKA 1989, no. 85) 


then it lies there, thrown away 
like an insentient piece of wood." 


Hence, also when confronting what seems to amount to a Sautrantika position in AKBh 
(73,22ff.), the Sarvastivada notion of the life-force/vitality principle is conceived as the 
support of both warmth and consciousness (tad ya ismano vijfianasya cadha@rabhiito dharmah 
sthitihetus tad @yuh). Now, since there is no warmth in aripyadhatu, the Sarvastivadin 
would lack any support for vijfia@na (73,27f.: evam apy Griipyesv anadharam vijfianam syad 
usmabhavat), if they could not refer to dyus/jivitendriya. 

Not so the Sautrantikas, who refer to karman (= cetana) as support for conscious- 
ness (ibid.: tasya punah karmadharo bhavisyati). They don't say that jivitendriya is not at all 
existing (and make explicit room for this notion to be applied); but they do not consider it 
as another dravyadharma (74,3f.: nahi nastiti brimo na tu dravyantaram). That this refutation 
of jivitendriya as a dravyadharma amounts to a position Vasubandhu himself subscribed to 
may be seen at KSi,, § 34c, where he repeats it. 
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previously accepted and correlated conceptual frameworks. Both the 
acceptance (or reformulation or even new formulation) as well as the 
rejection (until loss and removal) of siitra(-passage)s that were transmitted in 
different schools has, to a certain extent, apparently been correlated to the 
hermeneutic activities of evolving divergent phenomenological paradigms 
in those schools. 

Thus the problematic constellation of nirodhasamapatti is also not 
restricted to the question of whether jivitendriya or vijfiana has been favoured 
as the final life-sustaining factor.! But the status of nirodhasam@patti itself has 
been evaluated differently in Sarvastivada and in Sautrantika/Early 
Yogacara/Y.-V. circles.2 The notion of nirodhasama@patti pertains to the 
cittaviprayuktasamkaras,3 which as a category of organizing a larger group of 
dharmas is of post-canonical origin. Hence, nirodhasamapatti has naturally been 
evaluated in correlation to the ontological and epistemological status* given 


1 Le. apart from all those theoretically problematic circumstances in nirodhasamapatti 
related to the karma-phala continuum, etc. (cf. above § 19 n. 2, referring to Alayav. ns. 131 
and 173). For some other aspects related to the intentional continuum in nirodhasamapatti, 
cf. also Buddhaghosa's discussion in VisM XXIII.35ff. 


2 Though being listed as a prajfiapti-dharma (conceptual category) at Y 69,1, the definitions 
of nirodhasamapatti in MauBh (SrBh 460,15ff.; for the SamBh-definition, see Alayav.: n. 156) 
and in PVK-MBh-VinSg (zi 76b2-5) do not refer to this status. Yet, essentially comprising 
earlier materials from Y, its definition in AS explicitly includes a reference to its prajriapti- 
status (ASp 10,21-11,2/AScg 18,25ff.; cf. also Alayav.: n. 220, subn. 1). 


3 This term has been analytically explained by YaSomitra at AKVy 142,31-143,7 (cf. also 
JAINI 1959a: 535). 


4 Vasubandhu's confrontation of the "contra-consciousness" Sarvastivada position with a 
"pro-consciousness" (i.e. a Sautrantika/ Vasumitra's) position on nirodhasamapatti is fairly 
instructive concerning the way in which he subtly demonstrates a sort of evasiveness on 
part of the defenders of the position that takes the referent of the notion of nirodhasamapatti 
as something entitatively real, while at the same time it refuses to accept any functional 
presence of consciousness at all in that state. 

Aware of the series of samapattis preceding the nirodhasamapatti as successive states 
of more and more subtle attainments that have continuously purified citta (now already 
firmly advancing on the bhavandmarga), the "pro-consciousness" dialogue-partner asks, at 
one point (AKBh 73,4f.): "How should there be a state of [spiritual] attainment for 
something without a psychic presence” (katham acittakayah samapattitvam |)? 

The "contra-consciousness" opponent, remaining consistent with his preconceptions, offers 
the following response: 


"Because the elemental material components (mahabhita) are attaining equipoise. 
And as it is through a psychic state [related to the] attainment that the [material 
elements] do enter, do completely arrive at, that [state of equipoise], it is [called] 
‘attainment’ " (mahabhita-samatapadanat | samapatticittena ca tam samapadyante 
samagacchantiti sama@pattih |) (cf. also AKVy 167,31-168,6). 


Thus, finally, spirit gives in, matter takes over! But it continues (73,7ff.): reasoning, why the 
nirodhasamapatti is something entitatively real, the Sarvastivadin says: "because it prevents 
the arising of psychic states” (dravyata ity aha | cittotpattipratibandhanat). 
The Sautrantika, probably clasping his own head, replies (AKBh 73,7ff.): 
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to the cittaviprayuktasamskaras in different scholastic branches! in the course of 
their respective development (see introductorily JAINI 1959a and IMANISHI 
1969: 13ff.; then COX 1995 [for the Sarvastivada context] and KRITZER 1999, 
chpt. VI [related to the Yogacara(-Vijianavada) context]).? 


{Ex. 11] 


The problem of consciousness in nirodhasama@patti has led to intensive 
discussions among various schools. And Schmithausen's Initial Passage, the 
phrasing of which we will discuss in a moment, is essentially an answer to 
the question: "How is it that viyfiana has not left the body (katham vijnanam 
kayad anapakrantam bhavati)? 

This question as such could not have been asked in every school. It 
was a response — whether a proximate or a distant response is now the 
question — to a sitra-passage explicitly stating that vijfiana has not left the 
body. Yet, the passage concerned has not been generally transmitted as a 


"No!! Since that [arising] is de facto prevented by the psychic presence related to 
the attainment" (na | samapatticittenaiva tatpratibandhanat), therefore the nirodha- 
samapatti has only a nominal or designative existence (asau sam@pattir iti 
prajfiapyate). For what is there as "the pure absence of psychic processes" 
(cittasyapravrttimatram) is de facto only that psychic presence related to the 
attainment (samapatticittam eva hi) — there is nothing else that is substantially real 
(nanyad dravyam; AKVy 168,11), etc. 


1 E.g., Y 68,14-69,4 enumerates 24 prajfiapti-dharmas (= cittaviprayuktasamskaras), which 
finally - via VinSg - find their place in AS where they are enumerated again and defined 
(ASp 10,15-11,24/ASg 18,20-19,11; yet asamagri is omitted). See further KRITZER, op. cit., 
who has also translated (p. 230) the summarizing definition of ASBh 11,3-8. 


2 The introduction of the cittaviprayuktasamskaras (i.e., the conditioning factors dissociated 
from the psychical) is closely related to a form of organizing Abhidharma materials which 
in relation to the older "Paricaskandhaka-model" represented an innovation (cf. FRAUWALL- 
NER 1995: 145 [= 1963: 33]): the Paricavastuka-classification. Frauwallner (loc. cit.) as well as 
other traditional and modern scholars ascribe this new "fivefold taxonomy” to Vasumitra 
and his work bearing the name Paricavastukam (cf. COX 1995: 12 + 18 n. 46; 68 + 75 ns. 10, 
11). While KRITZER (1999: 212) locates the introduction of also the cittaprayuktasamskaras 
directly in that work, already IMANISHI (1969: 13ff.) had objected to the assumption that the 
conception of the cittaviprayuktasamskaras had originated in Vasumitra's Paficavastukam. 
FRAUWALLNER (op. cit. n. 37) left the question open. IMANISHI (ibid.) has identified the 
Dharmaskandha — whose placement by FRAUWALLNER (1995: 20/1964: 79) after the 
Sangitiparyaya has been invalidated by DIETZ 1984: 16 n. 10 — as the earliest source for 
those kinds of samskaras. 

Imanishi concluded from the evidence he had pointed out that the paficavastuka- 
categorization did likewise originate in this text. However, COX (1995: 68) is more careful 
and recognizes the introduction of the cittaviprayuktasamskaras in the Dharmaskandha only 
as a factor that generated “a certain tension in the meaning of the term samska@ra" and hence 
“contributed significantly to the creation of new taxonomies: specifically, the new fivefold 
taxonomy”. Cf. also COX 1998: 216. 


60 Alayavijfiana - theory: "Initial Passage" (preliminaries): Ex. 11 


common Buddhist heritage — only in the Milasarvastivada version of the 
Dharmadinnasitra (cf. SCHMITHAUSEN 1987a: 339 [§ 6.2.2.2.0] + table VIID.! 
That is, belonging to the Milasarvastivadins, that passage was valid for the 
Early Yogacaras, hence there was a need for them to respond to the 
prescription of their 4gamaand provide a theory able to satisfactorily 
accomodate it. 

Now, in reflection of this constellation, Schmithausen thinks (Alayav.: 21 
[= § 2.5]) that, in view of that sitra-passage, a mere reference "to the presence 
of the Seeds of mind in nirodhasamapatti"— i.e., a mere reference to the 
“bi-polar bija-model" — could not satisfactorily solve the problem actually 
posed: 

"At least if the wording of the Siitra was taken seriously, it rather could be solved 

only if the Seeds of mind, which according to the above-mentioned bija theory 

continue to exist in the state of nirodhasamdapatti, were understood as or developed 

into a special form of mind proper, into a vijfana on its own, and this is 

precisely what the Yogacaras have done." 


It is interesting to observe that in order to justify — hence, in order to satisfy 
the criterion § 1.7.(2) — the meaning of the notion of @laya- in the name 
alayavijfiana as “sticking in", the "new" consciousness has been postulated to be 
“hardly anything but Seeds (bija)" (Alayav. § 3.8.1). But here, while trying to 
demonstrate that a state of awareness has been reached where the 
introduction of a new type of vijfiana had become inevitable — thus in order 
to satisfy the criterion § 1.7.1) — Schmithausen emphasizes that a mere 
reference to the presence of bijas could not any longer fulfil the demand that 
in form of the sitra-passage explicitly requested a vijfiana. Only “a special 
form of mind proper" (Alayav. § 2.5) could fulfil it. 

An answer to the question of how exactly — and when — the Mila- 
sarvastivada Dharmadinnasitra-passage came into existence is difficult to 
prove. But the assumption that the addition of this passage already reflected 
a particular awareness developed in only some branches of scholastic 
engagement appears plausible. And as is evident from the passages referred 
to above, those who had adopted the 'bi-polar bija-model' had done so with 
the explicit intention of accounting for a form of nirodhasamapatti in which 
vijnana, though totally inactualized, had clearly not left the body, but resided 
in it in as a bija-state. That is, supported by the evidence of the Yogdcara- 


! The structural differences in the various transmitted versions of this siitra have been 
carefully studied by SCHMITHAUSEN 1987a: 337-343 (= § 6) and generously provided with a 
synoptic overview in form of tables (pp. 396ff.: VIL, to which table VIII is related). On the 
significant Dharmadinnasitra-passage (PSVyx: 74,7 = 17*,7: rnam par Ses pa lus dan ma bral 
ba yin no), which remains significant also in the post-Samdh proof-section of alayavijnana 
(PVK-Mbh-VinSg zi 4a2 = ASBh 13,15f.: yathoktam bhagavata | vijrianam cisya kayad 
anapakrantam bhavati), cf. the references in Alayav.: n. 149 and MUROJI 1993: 75 n. 63 and 
194 ns. 354, 355. The Sautrantika-opponent of Sanghabhadra refers to the same passage (cf. 
Cox 1995: 267 [her note 68 (p. 284) has to be corrected in the light of the above]). 
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bhimi's association with the Milasarvastivada school (SCHMITHAUSEN 
1987a), we can assume that the advocates of the ‘bi-polar bija-model' were 
belonging to the same Milasarvastivadins who had added the "pro- 
consciousness"-passage to their Dharmadinnasiitra-version. And, as we have 
seen, the Sarvastivadins did indeed criticize a position propounded by 
scholars, who were consciously defending a siitra-request of vijfiana in 
nirodhasam@patti by means of their bija-model. 

Hence, to me the so-called "need" stipulated by Schmithausen (Alayav. 
§§ 2.3; 2.5) for the Early Yogacaras is a ficticious one: it simply ignores the 
documented ongoing nirodhasamapatti debate between "pre-alayavijfiana pro- 
and contra-consciousness" opponents. 


Furthermore, in view of the weight Schmithausen has placed on 
justifying the "need" of a new consciousness by referring to the authoritative 
status of an agama-passage, it is quite surprising that the significance of 
introducing a new consciousness in terms of utterly transgressing the hitherto 
transmitted pan-Buddhist conceptual framework of only six types of vijfiana 
has not at all been taken into consideration for evaluating the plausibility of 
his Initial Passage as a possible introductory passage of dlayavijriana. Though 
new categories of reorganizing and reinterpreting traditional concepts and 
referential horizons could be accommodated, every Bauddha was aware that 
they could not completely bypass that tradition and simply invent 
fundamentally new conceptual frameworks. 

The Early Yogacara/Sautrantika ‘bi-polar bija-model' has probably 
represented one of the limits of how far one could go within the traditional 
framework — that is, without inventing an authoritative source in form of a 
new sitra. But even that model has certainly continued to be suspicious from 
the traditional point of view, as we can see when Sanghabhadya still asks for 
agama sources immediately after introducing the Sautrantika/Darstantika 
position (cf. Cox 1995: 267, § 17.8). 


No doubt, the conceptual status of dlayavijfiana as a "proper mind" is 
superior to a bija-status. But to be a "proper mind" meant, according to 
common Abhidharma premises, to be a vijfiana associated with at least some 
caittas. And as such a fully equipped type of intentional consciousness,the 
alayavijfiana has first been explicitly thematized in the post-Samdh "Proof-", 
"Pravrtti-" and "Nivrtti Portions" of the Viniscayasamgrahani.| 

And subsequent authors, Vasubandhu in particular, did naturally not 
fail to criticize — on the basis of this new theoretical achievement — the 
initially successful bija-model for various theoretical shortcomings. In these 
post-VinSg "“Glayavijfiana- contra anyonyabijaka-model" discussions, the 
necessity of an underlying latent consciousness — rather than (consciousness 
in form of) bijas latently residing in the organism of sensory capacities — has 
indeed been emphasized. 


! This has been elaborated by Schmithausen himself; cf. Alayav. § 3.10.2. 
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[Ex. 12] 


Since such a type of a new consciousness as conceived by Schmithausen could 
not gain access to the higher levels of spiritual existence due to its 
materialistic attachment "of essentially being bound, and somehow 
subordinate, to corporeal matter" (Alayav. § 3.10.2). Thus, it could not serve as 
a complete self-contained model and replace the older (as outlined above) 
conceptual framework. Due to its own inferiority with regard to the ‘bi-polar 
bija-model' — which could not be abandoned, then — it could as a 
disintegrated theoretical fragment at best intrude into the older integral 
structure. That is, as long as Glayavijfiana, the celebrated new type of 
consciousness, should not be admitted by modern researchers to have taken 
over all the functions of the ‘bi-polar bija-model', and to have moreover 
superseded the latter in other respects of efficiency, right from its 
introduction, the alayavijfiana theory would be stigmatized as a philosophical 
failure. It would represent a nonsensical theoretical regress. And in its 
present shape, Schmithausen's conception of the Initial Passage does, in fact, 
implicitly accuse the Early Yogacaras to have introduced such a failure into 
their Yogacirabhimi. 

On the other hand — to provide a contrast by adducing some 
reflections on the Samdhinirmocanasittra as possible introductory locus of 
alayavijfiana already at this point — there would not be the slightest problem 
in this respect, if we placed the origin of dlayavijfiana into Samdh V.3. We 
could have whole-heartedly agreed with Schmithausen's statement: 

"the Vth chapter of the Samdhinirmocanasitra looks like a first 

attempt at redrawing the theory of mind (cittam mano vijrianam) by making the 

recently introduced new kind of mind containing all Seeds (sarvabija(ka)) .. J 

its central concept" (Alayav.: 46) 

— had the intention of the phrasing "recently introduced" not been to 
refer to his assumption of a pre-Samdhinirmocanasitra stage of introduction of 
alayavijfiana, that is, to a stage where "the theory of mind" had not yet been 
redrawn. As I see it, and shall return to, it is rather necessary to take the 
possibility into account that the Samdhinirmocanasitra arose from the intense 
reflections of intellectual circles brooding over certain problems, among 
which those to which @layavijfiana came to be conceived as an answer were 
only part of a larger problematic context. 

It is in fact not the case — as Schmithausen suggests (cf. Alayav. § 1.6.4) 
with respect to Samdh V — that it is adanavijfiana that is “also called 
alayavijnana", whereby "this looks like an ‘inclusivistic identification of 
the Siitra's own concept with an already existing concept”. But with 
regard to the expression sa bon thams cad pa'i sems (Samdh V.2) it says in 
Samdh V.3 that this — ie., *sarvabijakam cittam — is also called 
adanavijfiana (len pa’i rnam par Ses pa Zes kyan bya ste), also Glayavijfiana and 
also citta. That is, the notion of sarvabijakam vijrianam is simply adumbrated 
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with other concepts denoting other functional aspects of the same 
consciousness. ! 

And as it has been emphasized by Schmithausen himself (Alayav. 3.9.2.1 
+ n. 520), here in Samdh V.2-3, the ariipyadhatu is explicitly stated to be 
included within the range of dlayavijfiana's functional validity. That is, even if 
we would take only the range of applicability into consideration 
(i.e., especially in view of nirodhasamapatti and aripyadhatu as stations of 
experiential limit conditions), the dlayavijfiana model of the Samdhinirmocana- 
siitra would not be inferior to the ‘bi-polar bija-model'. 

Yet there are, of course, a few other aspects that came to recommend 
the dlayavijfiana model as the superior one and to replace the older bija 
-model. While an explicit demonstration of the various functional advantages 
of dlayavijfiana has first been produced in VinSg, it is for a historical 
evaluation of these post-Samdh VinSg reflections of considerable import, 
how the relationship of VinSg to Samdh is conceived. As a reasonable 
working-hypothesis? we may assume that the socio-intellectual milieu in 
which Samdh was created essentially corresponded to a social continuum, 
which, in the course of previous generations, had produced the Mauli Bhiimi 
and which has likewise composed VinSg. The complete absorption of Samdh 
into VinSg (cf. above § 19, note) seems to demonstrate the acutely felt need of 
preserving the agama that served as the authoritative basis for the scholastic 
circles associated with MauBh/VinSg. 

Already in the Samdhinirmocanasitra the notion of dlayavijfiana had been 
conceived as an underlying stream of consciousness — and already here 
provided with "an unconscious constitution of a stable life-world horizon" 
(*asamvidita-sthira-bhajana-vijfiapti, VIII.37.1) — in relation to which several 
pravrtttvijfanas could function simultaneously (V.4-5). 

Given this evidence, shall we assume that the nature of dlayavijfiana as a 
proper vijfiana had not yet been realized in Samdh and that it needed a 
further historical step (= gap) to do so? Or may we assume that it was actually 
one and the same stage of a particular intellectual milieu, which initially 
divided the task of "redrawing the theory of mind" upon two texts: upon the 
Samdhinirmocanasitra and the Viniscayasamgrahani? 


I tend to take the latter view, thus to radically minimize the historical 
gap between the elaborations of alayavijfiana in Samdh and VinSg. In spite of 
the obvious differences of describing the subliminal consciousness in Samdh 
and in VinSg, I cannot really conceive of any plausible reason for introducing 
a significant historical gap between the creation of this agamaand its 
scholastic assimilation. It was in a particular scholastic milieu where an 
awareness regarding certain conceptual desiderata arose. And the composition 
of Samdh fulfilled one part of the program: the need to produce the required 


! For sarvabijakam vijfianam, see Ex. 26 . 


2 In the light of the research referred to above, in Ex.1 & Ex. 2. 
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notions within a proper and authoritative framework. The other part 
consisted in explicating the new premises and describing what they most 
fundamentally entailed. Not least, one had to immediately account for the 
new type of consciousness in terms of Abhidharma categories.! 


! This assumption does of course not mean that VinSg as a whole should be conceived as a 
post-Samdh product; and it does not exclude the possible continuity of work on VinSg 
even after Samdh (and its new reflective premises) had been initially integrated into VinSg. 


I.B.2.b. DETAILED INVESTIGATION 
OF THE "INITIAL PASSAGE" 


28. Schmithausen (Alayav.: n. 146) has critically edited his Initial Passage as 
follows [inserted numbers are mine]:! 


nirodham sama@pannasya cittacaitasika niruddha bhavanti | 
katham vijfianam kayad anapakrantam bhavati | 

(1) tasya hi (2) riipisv indriye<sv a>parinatesu 

(3) pravrttivijfianabijaparigrhitam dlayavijfianam 

(4) anuparatam bhavati (5) ayatyam tadutpattidharmatayai | 


First, as Alayav. § 2.2 admits, this passage does not expressis verbis introduce a 
new concept. 

The notion of Glayavijfiana forms the subject of a response to the 
question how it is that consciousness does not leave the body when, for 
someone absorbed in nirodhasamapatti, the psychic functions have ceased. 

At the beginning (tasya hi ...) of the ensuing response we find the 
particle hi, the function of which may suggests? that the answer provided 
presupposes a shared basis of a logically acceptable conceptual framework. 


Alayavijfiana, the subject of the answer, is specified with respect to 


(1) its particular "owner" 

(2) its phenomenological situatedness 

(3) its characteristic attribute 

(4) its functional presence 

(5) its purpose in diachronic perspective. [see Ex. 13] 


Accordingly, the following sections attempt to reinvestigate each of 
these issues.? 


! Please consult Alayav.: n. 146 for the critical apparatus and for the relevant MS-references; 
Schmithausen’s translation is found in Alayav. § 2.1. The Samahita Bhiimi, where the Initial 
Passage occurs, is in the process of being edited and translated by Dr Martin Delhey. 


2 As does the possible attempt to catch the implication of the particle ‘hi’ in Schmithausen's 
translation: "[No problem;] for . . ." (Alayav. § 2.1); this implication is underlined by 
Schmithausen's own assertion that hi "may stress the (self-)evidence of the matter" (Alayav.: 
n. 1409). That is, apart from its causal employment ("for", "because", "since") and 
affirmative function (cf. SPEYER, Skt. Synt. § 443), the particle hi may also suggest, or 
rhetorically imply, an assumed familiarity with the view that is stated. 


3 Ad1:§29 — ad2:§§ 30-33 


—ad3:§§34-36 —ad4:§37 
—ad5:§§38-42 —ad1-5:§43. 
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29. (ad 1) As preformulated in the question, the "owner", tasya, is 
somebody for whom in consequence of meditative practices a very 
particular, temporally limited, situation obtains: that of being absorbed 
(samapanna) in total suspension (nirodha), being an existentially extreme 
condition as a state in which all of psychic life (cittacaitta), in terms of 
reflective states of awareness or any experiential kind of functional activity, 
is completely suspended (niruddha). 


30. (ad 2) The presently to be investigated "phenomenological situated- 
ness" of dalayavijfana finds itself expressed in the phrase: 
riipisv indriyesv aparinatesu. 
With respect to that phrase three aspects need to be clarified: 


(i) the interpretation of riipindriya, 
(ii) the interpretation of aparinata, and 
(iii) the interpretation of the locative case. 


Concerning the question whether the locative case in the present 
passage is to be regarded as an absolute locative or as an ordinary locative, 
Schmithausen (Alayav. § 2.6) decided himself in favour of the latter 
possibility. [see Ex. 14] 

One of the prerequisites for evaluating this locative case is a proper 
interpretation of the term aparinata.! 

Any scholar familiar with Sautrantika thought knows parinama to mean 
a 'transformation/development' (cf., e.g., AKBh 64,6ff.; 477,6ff.; KoSa II: 185; 
IX: 296; KSi, § 20). And the available indications clearly point to a close 
similarity, up to identity, of the Sautrantika and the Early Yogacara views on 
bija, indriya and vijfiana/citta.2, Consequently one would expect — not least in 
the light of Schmithausen's own, directly pertinent, studies? — the term 
aparinata to mean ‘untransformed'.4 

Even if this sense (i.e., aparinata = untransformed) may not necessarily 
be applicable to every context with the same shade of significance, to 
translate it as 'unimpaired' (Alayav. §§ 2.1; 2.6) and to consider this sense as 


1 Alayav.: n. 176 (+ n. 174) can hardly be said to fulfil one's contextually justified 
particular expectations. 


2 See above, § 24 (note). Cf. also KSi, § 30-32/KSiyy: 37-39. YaSomitra (AKVy 141,19: ... 
sautrantika-matena yogac@ra-matena va) identifies their views on citta (here in its 
accumulative (cita) aspect). 

3 Cf. SCHMITHAUSEN 1967, an important article, which is, in fact, largely concerned with 
the notion of parinama. Inter alia, the philosophical implications of parinama 
(“Umwandlung") as found contextually developed in Vasubandhu's Vimséatika have been 
shown by Schmithausen as being those pertinent to the Sautrantikas. 


4 Cf. also CPD, s.v. aparinata: "not transformed or ripened”. 
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“easily accounted for" by referring to a siitra passage! quoted by Vasumitra 
— asomewhat elusive author? — is quite surprising. [see Ex. 15] 


31. Again, as concerns the emphatically expressed 'materiality' (cf., 
e.g., Alayav. §§ 2.7; 2.13.2) of the indriyas, it would have been valuable if a 
single reference had been adduced to substantiate the claim that the Early 
Yogacaras actually held the indriyas themselves to be material. 

Apart from the notion of riipin, the notion of riipaprasada, often occurring in 
definitions of caksur (and the other sensory capacities), seems to be of 
considerable importance for Schmithausen. 


For example, in the passage of Y 4,9f. (similar: ASp 3,18):3 the visual 
capacity (caksus) is defined as follows: 


caksuh katamat | catvari mahabhittany upadaya caksurvijfianasamnisrayo 
riipaprasado ‘nidarSanah sapratighah 
"What is the visual capacity? Qua assimilating the four basic elements+ 


1 Cf. Alayav.: n. 176 — referring back to n. 174. 
2 Cf. above § 24 (note). 


3 The wording of the definition represents a fairly traditional standard: 

cf. Dhs § 597 (note, however, that here pasada is not compounded with riipa): 
kataman tam ripam cakkhayatanam? yam cakkhum catunnam mahabhitanam upadaya pasado 
attabhava-pariyapanno anidassano sappatigho — yena cakkhuna anidassanena sappatighena 
riipam sanidassanam sappatigham passi ...; cf. also Vibh 70f., 122; 
ripaprasadah; AKBh 24,4ff.: uktam ca siitre “caksur bhikso a@dhyatmikam adyatanam catvari 
mahabhitany upadaya riipaprasado ripy anidarsanam sapratigham evam yavat kayah | [...] 
rupani bhikso bahyam ayatanam catvari mahabhitany upadaya riipi sanidarganam sapratigham 
[...]" (for the source of this quotation, cf. PASADIKA 1989: 24, #23); AKVy 58,12-20. 

However, the Abhidharmasamuccaya, while it (ASp 3,18) defines caksurindriya in the 
traditional way, does also go beyond the Early Yogacara stage and explicates the novel 
theoretical stage, corresponding to the post-Samdh stage reached in PVK-MBh-VinSg and 
presupposing the introduction of alayavijriana. Thus it describes the characteristic (laksana) 
of caksurdhatu as follows: 


"That by which someone employing eye-sight sees sensory forms, 

as well as that which as its accumulated potentiality is alayavijriana, that is 

the visual capacity" 

(yena caksusa riipaini drstavan pasyati yac ca tasya bijam upacitam alayavijnanam 
tac caksuh (ASp 3,3f.; cf. ASBh § 4B). 


4 Both riipaprasada and ritpa are defined in dependent relation to the four basic elements 
(mahabhitani); cf. the quotations provided in the previous note and those further below; 
see also WSIF s.v. upadaya 2. — But as a sensory capacity, riipaprasada pertains to the 
adhyatmikam ayatanam and is imperceptible (anidargana), whereas riipa, being bahyam 
ayatanam, is perceptible (sanidarsana). 

CPD s.v. upadaya 3b while adducing passages related to the same context, provides 
no evidence that pa. pasada has been compounded with riipa in the Sutta-pitaka; in fact, the 
Vibhanga (70f.) demonstrates that a non-compounded pasada comes to be introduced into 
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it is, as the foundation of visual consciousness, the [nervous] 
sensitivity (-prasada) of organic matter (riipa-),) it is imperceptible, 
it is reacting”. 


While expressing essentially the same understanding of riipaprasada, the 
Arthaviniscayasittranibandhana (AVinSN 93), known for its Sautrantika 
affiliation, provides an interesting gloss: 


caksu§ caksurvijnianasrayo ritpalocanakriyo ripaprasadah 


this context, in the course of generating (cf. v. HINUBER 1996, § 138) Abhidhamma 
literature (cf. also Dhs § 597ff.). Without intending to trace the development of employing 
pasada in compounds with other terms in Theravada texts, it may be merely remarked that 
Buddhaghosa compounds it with kaya and cakkhu (etc.), while describing the same 
dependency of cakkhuppasada (etc.) upon the four elements (cf., e.g., As 306ff. for 
cakkhuppasada, cf. also VisM XIV.48, XVII.156, XX.44; for bhiitappasada, cf. VisM XIV.87). 

In fact, Buddhaghosa's Atthasalini § 616 has provided a somewhat picturesque 
description of the relationship between the visual capacity and the elements. It is irrelevant 
hereby that Buddhaghosa writes from a Theravada point of view. What is important is that 
he provides a vivid impression of how, apart from all theoretical subtleties, the relationship 
between the mahabhitas and prasada has been imagined in terms of suitable analogies 
(around 500 AD). Abstracted from Buddhaghosa's own culture-bound metaphors and 
expressed in terms of contemporary ones, what I generally understand from him is that the 
sensory capacities (indriya = prasada) are meant to be nourished by the four elements, 
that is, usually in form of ordinary food. Thus under normal circumstances this functional 
dependence of the sensory capacities upon the regular supply of the four elements may 
hardly be noticed. But, apart from the case of interrupting that supply, it is especially when 
one intentionally consumes specific constitutions of the four elements that the function of 
assimilating them will be recognized as being essential for the sensory (and 
other) capacities (indriya). [Almost everybody has experienced this functional (hence 
experiential) dependence, to give a practical illustration, by the intake of soft stimulants 
(tea, coffee, etc.), medicine, alcohol and/or drugs. In each case, certain biophysical 
elements are assimilated to have particular effects on the nervous system, that is, the 
working of the indriyas is being influenced by assimilating specific "elemental" (i.e., 
biophysical/chemical) constituents. ] 


! Generally covering a range of meanings such as visible form, sensory form, material 
form, organic matter, etc., the context has to decide the translation of the given connotation 
of the term riipa. As still further to be elaborated subsequently, its present meaning as a 
component of the compound ripaprasada is strongly determined by the semantic 
implications of the qualities it has as an a@dhyatmam dyatanam in strict distinction to those it 
has as a bahyam ayatanam. 


2 Translating the similar AS-passage, RAHULA (1971: 4) understands riipaprasada as “matiére 
sensible"; PE MAUNG TIN (The Expositor [= transl. of As]: 403) translated kayappasada with 
the term "sentient skin", whereas C. A. F. RHYS DAVIDS (in a note to her translation of Dhs) 
had used the expression "body-sensibility" (p. 173), which came to be accepted in PTSD, 
s.v. pasada; similarly DOP, s.v. kaya-(p)pasada; BHIKKHU BODHI, when translating the 
Abhidhammatthasangaha in his A Comprehensive Manual of Abhidhamma, understands 
pasidariipa as “sensitive material phenomenon" (p. 237; cf. also pp. 243ff.). In his German 
translation of VisM, NYANATILOKA likewise employs the notions "sensitiv /Sensitivitat" to 
account for the meaning of pasada: physische Sensitivitat [p. 503]" (bhitta-ppasada), sensitive 
K6rperlichkeit [p. 512]" (pasa@da-riipa), etc. 
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"As the basis for visual consciousness, the visual capacity, having the 
function of perceiving sensory forms (riipa),! is the [nervous] 
sensitivity of organic matter". 


While deviating from scholars, who interpreted prasada/pasada to express the 
connotation of the body's nervous sensitivity, perhaps Schmithausen's 
interpretation of riipaprasada as "pellucid matter [of the sense faculty]" would 
have been suitable with regard to the Vaibhasika understanding of this 
notion. But it does hardly reflect the manner of how the term was 
understood by the Sautrantikas, according to YaSomitra (AkVy 24,9ff.), when, 
contrasting the Vaibhasika understanding with that of the Sautrantikas, he 
clarifies: 


prasadagrahanam punar indriya-grahya-vastu-vyatirikta-riipa-prasada-visesa- 
jniapanartham. 

Vaibhasika hi bruvate. bhiita-vikara-visesa evendriyaniti. 

pravacane tu naivam. kim tarhi. riipadi-visaya-vyatiriktani 

acchani atindriyani svavijhananumeyani indriyani yesam 

caksuradini adhisthanani drsyante. 

"Again the term prasada has the sense of indicating the specifial 
property of the sensitivity of organic matter (riipaprasada) as 
distinct from an entity (vastu) to be apprehended by the sensory 
capacities.2 

The Vaibhasikas, of course, say: the sensory capacities are just 
particular modifications of the material elements. 

But in the scriptural instruction this is not [said] so. 


1 AVinSN has subsequently glossed the term riipa in the compound ripalocanakriya with 
the term visaya and thereby clearly indicated that this riipa is to be understood as referring 
to the bahyam ayatanam. 


2 Yasomitra is in the process of commenting upon AK I.9cd (tadvijfianasraya riipaprasadas 
caksuradayah \l), which had already received an analytic comment by Vasubandhu, who 
also characterized prasada from the Sarvastivada/Vaibhasika point of view (AKBh 6,1f.): 

ripasabdagandharasasprastavyavijnananam asrayabhita ye parca riipatmakah 

prasadas te yathakramam caksuhgrotraghranajihvakaya veditavyah || 

"Those five [types of] prasada, essentially consisting in organic matter, 

which constitute the basis for consciousness of visible forms, sounds smells, 

tastes and body-sensations, are respectively to be known as eye, ear, nose, 

tongue and body." 


Right afterwards, Vasubandhu quotes a canonical passage (yathoktam bhagavata caksur 
bhikso adhyatmikam ayatanam catvari mahabhitany upadaya riipaprasada iti vistarah |), which 
PASADIKA 1989: 20 has traced to the (Sarvastivada) Samyuktagama. As already mentioned 
above, a corresponding passage containing the notion ripappasada does not exist in the pa. 
Sutta-pitaka. Buddhaghosa (cf. VisM XIV.48; As 307) is fond of quoting a verse, as if it 
were stemming from the Sutta-pitaka, containing the term cakkhuppasada; but it has not 
been possible to locate that verse in the transmitted canonical Pali sources available to us. 
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How then? 

As distinct from the perceptual objects [consisting] in visible forms, 
etc., the sensory capacities are transparent, sensorily inaccessible, 

to be inferred from one's consciousness process, [i.e., they are that] 
on account of which the [organic] bases [in form of eye-balls, etc.] are 
perceived as eyes, etc." 


As YaSomitra seems to emphasize, rather than understanding riipaprasada in 
the sense of being the organic matter itself, the Sautrantikas (whose 
understanding of various problems related to the present context is rather 
close, as we have already seen, to that of the Early Yogacaras) understood 
that term as denoting a sensitive capacity of the organic matter — a capacity, 
which in itself is not directly perceptible, but has to be inferred from 
cognitive processes. 


32. If this interpretation — and not that of the Vaibhasikas — would in fact 
apply to the Early Yogacaras, it would, in addition, support my view that it 
is impossible to conceive the riipinindriyani [see Ex. 16] as something for 
something else to "stick in". And, unlike passages that explicitly relate 
alayavijiana to an organic basis,! the Initial Passage does not contain the 
expression sadhisthana-. By contrast, the Early Yogacara ‘bi-polar bija-model' 
does of course not omit this, for its stage of theoretical development, 
pertinent feature. 


As noted, the Early Yogacara ‘bi-polar bija-model' seems to have 
informed Schmithausen's understanding of the initial relationship between 
Aalayavijriana (regarded as nothing but bijas) and the riipinindriyani. Yet, when 
looking at a significant Early Yogacara passage representing the bi-polar bija 
-model, we recognize certain important features. The PVK-MBh-VinSg- 
passage (Y, zi 15b5ff.; cf. Alayav. n. 172) — convincingly explained in Alayav. n. 
131 as pertaining to "fairly old materials" (Alayav. § 1.6.7) preceding Samdh 
— clearly shows that it has here been imperative closely to relate the sensory 
capacities to sadhisthana- (dban po gzugs can rten dan bcas pa gan yin pa). 

Moreover, the relation between the bijas and the riipinindriyani is not 
such that the former are said to "stick in" the latter. Rather, the riipinindriyani 
are simply said to be associated with/accompanied by/endowed with (dan 
bcas pa) the potentiality (bija) of their own capacities, with that of other 
physical experiences (so as to account for the adhyatmikam/bahyam distinction), 
as well as with the potentialities of all non-sensory psychological processes 
(dban po gzugs can dan Idan pa ni | dban po gzugs can de dag dan | de las gzan pa’i 
chos gzugs can rnams kyi sa bon kyan yin la \sems dan sems las byun ba’i chos thams 
cad kho na‘i sa bon kyan yin no Il). 


1Cf., apart from Y 24,11 (quoted in Ex. 16 ) and Samdh V.2 (cf. infra, § 70), the references 
provided in Alayav. n. 247. 
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Hence, contrary to Schmithausen's assertion, the choice of the 
terminology in his Initial Passage, lacking a reference to a concretely physical 
notion, does not indicate that its intention is to refer to something in which 
something else could stick. 


33. Furthermore, unless we wish to deny that indriya is by definition 
conceived as a power,! we have to admit that to regard the sensory 
capacities as ‘unimpaired’ would tend to suggest that their functional power 
of generating diverse sensory experiences worked at full power. But 
precisely this is totally excluded in the normative state of nirodhasamapatti. It 
seems hardly possible, therefore, to understand the sensory capacities as 
anything but “untransformed/undeveloped [into actualized sensory 
processes]" (aparinata). 

Though it may not be altogether impossible to understand the Initial 
Passage in the sense that it says ‘the dlayavijfiana has not ceased [to be latently 
present] in the sensory capacities while they are untransformed [into sensory 
actualizations]', in my opinion, an ordinary locative would have required the 
employment of the term sadhisthana- (or kaya or aSraya), not merely that of the 
notion of indriya alone.? 

This is 


34. (ad3) supported by the characteristic attribute of @layavijnana; in a 
double sense: 

first, if the dominant conception of dlayavijfiana were to "stick in" 
somewhere we would expect to find this characteristic to be indicated as one 
of its emphasized attributes; but such an explicit attribute is lacking. 

Secondly, dlayavijfiana is said to have the attribute of "comprising the 
potentialities of actual consciousness processes" (praurttivijnanabija-parigrhita), 
that is, alayavijnana is explicitly associated with another attribute — an 


1 Cf., e.g., CPD/SWTF/DOP s. v. indriya; cf. also the beginning of AKBh II, where 
Vasubandhu starts his account of the indriyas with a reference to the Paninian Dhatupiatha I. 
64: idi paramaisvarye - inducing him to provide the explanation qua hermeneutical 
etymology indantiti indriyani, which in the translation of La Vallée Poussin reads: "Ce qui 
exerce le.supréme pouvoir est nommé indriya". 

Let me also recall the well-known fact that the notion of indriyas, capacities, has 
been employed to designate a set of five factors among the 37 bodhipaksikah: emphasizing 
the functional identity between indriya and bala, "power", Lamotte (Traité 1127) says that 
“on a toujours reconnu qu'entre bala et indriya il n'y qu'une différence d'intensité”. 


2 Especially in view of the formulation of the introductory question in the Initial Passage 
(katham vijnianam kayad anapakrantam bhavati) it is remarkable that neither kaya, adhisthana 
or @Sraya have been referred to in the answer. To me this suggests that a reference to an 
organic basis was not only found unnecessary, but even cumbersome and misleading in a 
description that was built up in terms of a lucid ‘functional contrast’ (cf. also infra, 
§ 38, ad 5). This could hardly have been the case if the notion of ‘sticking in' were to be 
conveyed. 
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attribute, which altogether excludes the possibility of conceiving 
alayavijfiana as "sticking in" the indriyas. . 

It is most significant that the attribute of being associated with the 
potentialities (bija) of processing cognitive experiences is explicitly made 
with regard to dlayavijriana, but not at all with regard to the indriyas. 


35. The correlation of dlayavijiana and praovrttivijfiana as components of a 
single model of consciousness is generally not one that is excusively related 
to the context of nirodhasamapatti. But this context is particularly suitable for 
advantageously employing this correlation, as the Initial Passage demon- 
strates. The absolute cessation of cognitive activity is here antonymically 
contrasted with cognitive processes, whereby dlayavijnana is associated with 
the attribute of being endowed with the virtuality of these processes (cf. 
below, ad 4). We may presume that the rhetorical choice of this attribute has 
been a very conscious one: no other attribute has been felt to be more 
thematically pertinent. Despite the formal lack of attaching sarva- to the 
expression praurttivijfana-bija-, it seems reasonable to assume that the bijas_ of 
all pravrttivijrianas are being referred to in this attribute. The epistemological 
implication would be that dlayavijfiana is provided with the bijas of 


sarvadharmah, because the correlates of all pravrttivijfianas are necessarily all 
the dharmas (cf. AK I1.62c: dlambanam sarvadharmah; Y 11,11; Traité: 642ff.). 


36. The attribute of alayavijfiana to comprise the pravrttivijfianabija has been 
interpreted by Schmithausen to mean that @layavijniana is hardly anything but 
these bijas (Alayav. §§ 3.8.1, 3.11.4, 3.13.3). And taking the ‘bi-polar bija-model' 
as the valid basis for interpreting his Initial Passage (Alayav. § 2.6), these bijas (= 
alayavijfiana) were then regarded as sticking in the indriyas (Alayav. § 2.13.7 
etc.). But this is hardly what the assertion of the nirodhasamapatti passage 
meant to imply. It would indeed make little sense to assert that dlayavijriana 
comprises the potentiality for reactivating all the cognitive processes 
(pravrttivijnana), but not the potentiality for reactivating the capacity to 
promote sensory impressions (indriya). The ability to activate cognitive 
processes such as the visual cognition of a material object also implies the 
ability to activate the sensory organ's biomolecular power to participate in 
the cognitive process, since the success of the former is based on that of the 
latter (Y 4,5: caksurvijfianam katamat | ya caksurasraya riipaprati-vijfaptih \l). 

If we were to interpret these epistemological implications contrari- 
wise, we would confuse the whole logical order of the cognitive process in 
which the indriyas have necessarily to be activated to promote an actual 
cognitive process (praurttivijfiana), the bijas for which, however, are explicitly 
stated to be associated with dlayavijfiana (i.e., the indrtyas, like the various 
types of pravrttivijfiana, must necessarily receive their impetus for being 
reactivated from @layavijfiana). [see Ex. 17] 
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And we would also contradict the explicit statement made by Y.-V. 
scholars that the association of the indriyas with bijas had been valid only as 
long as the alayavijfiana had not been introduced (cf. Alayav.: n. 173). That is, 
for those scholars it would obviously have been quite impossible to assert 
that the alayavijriana is sticking in the indriyas because, as we had seen before,! 
at that exegetical stage, Glayavijriana itself is conceived as corresponding to the 
indriya ("capacity") in a potential state. The terminological arrangement of the 
Initial Passage clearly indicates that it is in harmony with this exegetical stage 
of conceptual development, not that it is to be interpreted in accordance with 
the premises valid for the 'bi-polar bija-model’. When in the Initial Passage the 
indriyas are said to be aparinata, “untransformed [into cognitive experiences]", 
it means, naturally, that these capacities have assumed the condition of 
latency. And the locus of latency for cognitive experiences has been explicitly 
defined as dlayavijfiana in the Initial Passage. 


37. (ad 4) The Initial Passage has chosen the predicate anuparata to designate 
what has been called the "functional presence" of alayavijfiana. As the negat- 
ion of uparata, which generally indicates the cessation of an activity,” 
anuparata refers to something that has not ceased to move or to be 
active. The intention to formulate the "functional presence" of @layavijfiana in 
nirodhasamapatti as a dynamic presence in terms of a movement could have 
been easily realized by means of a variety of expressions. The choice of the 
term anuparata to express this function may have been motivated by a 
rhetorical design to bring it phonetically into a close connection with the 
term aparinata, while semantically formulating an antonymous relationship 
between them. This relationship would conversely reflect the notions 
of alayavijniana and pravrttivijriana, which, to adopt Schmithausen’s explanation, 
can likewise be considered as constituting antonymous elements within a 
"coherent conceptual structure" (Alayav. § 6.8.3). When in nirodhasamapatti all 
pravrttivijnanas have ceased to arise, and when the indriyas have ceased to be 
transformed (aparinata) into excitements of sensation, then the latent 
potentiality of alayavijfiana is not one that is statically present, but one that 
continues to flow in time (see also infra, ad 5).$ 


1Cf. the definition of caksurdhatu in ASp 3,3 (see above, § 31, note). 
2Cf. CPD/SWTE s.v. uparata; DOP s.v. uparamati; MW s.v. upa-vram. 


3 The present conception of anuparata and aparinata as an antonymous terminological pair 
is naturally restricted to states in which the aparinata-condition for the indriyas obtains (cf. 
Alayav. § 3.2.1). In ordinary states of all sorts of cognitive and emotional experiences, 
where the indriyas are parinata, the alayavijfiana continues to be one that has not ceased its 
motion (anuparata). 

Schmithausen is of course careful not to emphasize any activity on part of 
alayavijriana in his Initial Passage and translates anuparata as "has not ceased [to be 
present]". On the other hand, he clearly envisages the possibility that also in the Initial 
Passage the notion of alayavijfiana "may have been conceived as being continuous, at least 
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38. (ad 5) As regards the ‘purpose’ of dlayavijfiana, Schmithausen, at the 
beginning of Alayav. § 2.13.6, says: 
"In the Initial Passage, alayavijiiana is taught to be present, and to 
prevent death, in nirodhasamapatti, but the passage does not tell us 
anything about its occurrence outside nirodhasama@patti." 


I take this assertion as a sort of programmatic statement, perhaps reflecting a 
wish what the Initial Passage should have done. Obviously it constitutes what 
Schmithausen takes as the interpretative basis for part of his investigations. 
And these in turn confirmed his understanding of the "initial" meaning of 
alayavijfiana and necessitated the outline of a particular historical horizon of 
the concept's development. However, as far as I can see, this evaluation has 
little to do with what the Initial Passage actually tells us. 

No doubt, @layavijfiana may be assumed to prevent death, since the 
introductory question implicitly points to the difference between death and 
nirodhasamapatti as thematized in a Mulasarvastivada exegetical context. Yet, 
the Initial Passage has certainly not taught the prevention of death as being the 
explicit purpose of alayavijfiana. The argument which explicitly formulates this 
purpose occurs in a post-Samdhinirmocanasiitra source (i.e., PVK-MBh-VinSg zi 
4a2ff.), where it is found among the classical passages systematically proving 
the existence of dlayavijriana (cf. above, § 22, note 4). 


39. It should be clear that Iam by no means criticizing the employment of 
other available sources for the sake of elucidating a given problematic 
context. It is, of course, a perfectly legitimate hermeneutic method to consult 
later sources and to interpret problematic constellations in their light, 
provided care concerning the subtle details (historical placement, scholastic 
appurtenances, etc.) is taken. And, unlike Schmithausen, who assumes a 
considerable historical gap between his Initial Passage and those post- 
Samdhinirmocanasitra elaborations, I would not even object to the assumption 
that the present nirodhasamapatti passage (as an interpolation!) has been 
formulated on basis of an acquaintance with those reflections and proofs of 
alayavijnana in the Viniscayasamgrahani. 


40. It is possible to point to a purely formal reason why the answer that 
constitutes the Initial Passage does not contain any indication of the problem 
of death. I agree with Schmithausen that the immediately preceding question 
(to which his Initial Passage constitutes an answer) is an implicit reference to 
the Dharmadinnasiltra passage (Alayav. § 2.13.4). — And the earlier ‘bi-polar 
bija-model' did indeed provide a solution to the problem addressed with a 
direct reference to the body and to consciousness (in form of bijas) that has 
not left the body. But the Initial Passage no longer provides an answer to the 


by tendency” (cf. Alayav. § 3.4.3; cf. also §§ 3.4.1, 3.5). Hence, it is probably not necessary 
to stress much of a difference concerning our understanding of the notion of anuparata. 


Alayavijfiana - theory: Investigation of I. P. 75 


question in terms of a direct response to the question's terminological 
framework. It approaches the problem from a completely different 
perspective. 

To understand the reason for this procedure of shifting to a different 
perspective, or at least to see why such a shift has become possible (if not 
necessary after the introduction of dlayavijfiana), one has to be acquainted with 
the historical fact that for at least some fractions of the Miilasarvastivadins, in 
particular for the Yogacara(-Vijnanavadin)s, there was no longer an urgency 
to solve the problem of death in nirodhasamapatti. The "problem" rather, after 
the concept of dlayavijfiana had been introduced, was, how to prevent a 
confusion, or a conceptual conflation, between the previous ‘bi-polar bija 
-model' and the novel dlayavijriana model in the context of nirodhasam@patti. 

This "problem" was solved, as we have seen, by explicitly associating 
the bijas with dlayavijfiana, not with the riipinindriyani sadhisthanani. Moreover, 
as any reference to an organic basis had obviously become superfluous, the 
notion of sadhisthana- or kiya was dropped. Instead, it was naturally 
alayavijiana which comprised the bijas of all pravrttivijrianas (— the latter being 
inseparable from the dlayauijfiana model of consciousness and being, as 
alayavijnana itself, correlated to the vijfiaptimatra ontology). 

For the Bauddhas these various features seemed to have constituted a 
sufficiently foolproof characterization of the new doctrinal situation with 
regard to nirodhasamapatti, guaranteeing that no confusion between the 
models could arise even when the novel conceptual framework was planted 
into the context of older materials. 


41. Given the new presuppositions, it comes as no surprise that the 
purposefulness of the contextual constellation, circumscribed by the novel 
factors significantly engaged in a description focusing on the classical 
problem of nirodhasam@patti, has likewise been reformulated. The focus has 
shifted from the living organism — in which, according to the older model, 
the bijas were preserved and from which they were reactualizing — to 
alayavijnana as the most crucial factor. What has been explicitly taught as the 
purpose of dlayavijiana in Schmithausen's Initial Passage has been syntactically 
indicated by means of the dative case: ... ayatyam tadutpattidharmatayai. 

This statement of purpose is not related to death, or to the body, but it 
is evidently geared to the framework of the dlayavijnana-pravrttivijfiana model 
of consciousness. 

As we have seen, when, for someone absorbed in the total cessation of 
any cognitive actualization, there is not the slightest excitation of any 
biophysical force into a sensation, that is to say, when all the excitatory 
capacities of a living organism have ceased to be transformed into sensory 
experiences, then the dlayavijfiana has not ceased to move on. Comprising the 
accumulated potentiality of any specific cognitive actualization, this 
alayavijiana has not ceased to continue flowing in time. The purpose is 
indicated: so that there is a factual rearisal of cognitive actualizations (tad = 
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pravrttivijfiana) in future. In this nirodhasamapatti passage, Glayavijriana has 
obviously been conceived as the fundamental embodiment of temporality: 
when everything else has come to a stop, it carries on and is thereby the 
guaranty that accounts for the future (re)arisal (utpattidharma; cf. SWTF s.v.) of 
those latent cognitive structures it carries along. 


42. In view of this perspective I cannot agree with Schmithausen's 
statement that "the passage does not tell us anything about its occurrence 
outside nirodhasamapatti." 

Referring to a future point of time (@yatyam) — clearly "outside 
nirodhasam@pattt’ —, the purpose has explicitly been formulated in a way that 
provides a diachronic perspective of the alayavijfiana-pravrttivijfiana model of 
consciousness. Thereby the interpretation of anuparata as meaning "has not 
ceased [to move]" has likewise been supported. The invariable temporal 
continuity of alayavijia@na may thus also be taken to explain certain aspects of 
how it comes to comprise the bijas. Generally speaking, the bijas accumulated 
by @layavijfiana are the maturation/repotentialization (vipaka) of previous 
intentional experiences (corresponding to cognitive actualizations). As 
alayavijfiana never ceases to move on, hence necessarily also flows parallel to, 
or simultaneously with, the pravrttivijfianas in ordinary states of conscious- 
ness, the particular vipaka-conditions of the bijas must have been accumulated 
whenever the pravrttivijnanas were active. Unlike Schmithausen, who tries to 
account 

"for the fact that, in the Basic Section, an explicit statement is lacking 

not only for the simultaneity of alayavijfiana and the "forthcoming" 

vijrianas but even for the continuity of alayavijniana" (Alayav. § 3.8.1), 

I think that even Schmithausen's Initial Passage, his most specific point of 
focus, produces significant assertions with clear diachronic and synchronic 
perspectives demonstrating that the model of consciousness employed is in 
fact the dlayavijnana-pravrttivijiana model. 


43. Contrary to the informative poverty of "sticking in", we are supplied 
with a wealth of information about @layavijfana once the total evidence of 
how the Initial Passage systematically adumbrates the concept with diachronic 
and synchronic implications is exploited: 
the situation to be investigated as to its phenomenological condition 
is indicated as the normative state of nirodhasamdapatti, which here 
is explicated as a state in which the sensory capacities are not 
transformed (aparinata) [into cognitive actualizations]. 
This informs us that, as a consciousness (vijfiana), the alayavijriana 
connotes a latent state. The fact of this condition of latency as the 
modus in which @layavijfiana is present is confirmed by its being 
contrasted with praurttivijriana. This latency, however, is only one 
with regard to the "forthcoming" or "concrete actualization" of 
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cognitive events. It is not a static presence, but a dynamic continuum. 
Unlike the sensory capacities, dlayavijfiana has not stopped to move 
on (anuparata) in the present condition; and in future (ayatyam) this 
feature of temporal continuity will serve to fulfil dlayavijnana's 
emphasized purpose: that of giving rise again to cognitive processes. 
The reason for being able to do this is that dlayavijfiana is not only a 
latent condition, but also a potentialized one, since it comprises the 
potentialities (bija) of future dharmas to be reactualized as states of 
experience. As we know already from materials based on 
pre-dlayavijfiana premises, the bijas correspond to the resultant 
condition (i.e., vipaka, ‘maturation’ or 'repotentialization’) of earlier 
intentional experiences. Hence @layavijfiana must have existed in the 
past, prior to the nirodhasamapatti, to have accumulated them. 

That is, even in this passage, the acceptance of a functional continuum 
of dlayavijfiana additionally, and necessarily, implies the acceptance 
of a theoretical framework accounting for the simultaneous occurrence 
of more than one vijfiana. [see Ex. 18] 


44. Once we have become aware of the complex integrity of description of 
alayavijfiana, in relation to the normative state of nirodhasamapatti, we may be 
able to recognize that the integral reflective level of an adequate account of 
the new premises for describing nirodhasama@patti required more than the 
interpolative practice of merely adding the new concept to old phrases. From 
a compositional point of view, it is indeed necessary to argue for a relatively 
late date of the Initial Passage. This passage evidences its appurtenance to an 
exegetical stage where the whole previous Early Yogacara solution of the 
problem of nirodhasamapatti had to be replaced. That is, the notion of 
alayavijiana could not simply be inserted into any pre-existing contextual 
materials to which it still had a close relationship, but a completely new 
description had to be elaborated. And since it is this descriptive 
reelaboration which obviously has been effected in the form of a termino- 
logical framework designated by Schmithausen as Initial Passage, it is not at 
all surprising that we do not find any traces of inserted materials within 
this nirodhasamapatti passage. 

On the other hand, we would in fact expect traces of interpolation if 
alayavijnana really had denoted a ‘mind sticking in’. Because in that case the 
new formulations would have been meaningless. Schmithausen's conception 
of the initial notion of @ayavijfiana would, rather, have required the older 
conceptual framework as the setting into which merely the name of 
alayavijnana had been inserted; that is, added to only one part of the old 
formulations. But the evidence is contrariwise. The evidence, as has been 
shown, is that Schmithausen's Initial Passage constitutes a complete rephrasing 
of the nirodhasam@patti context on the basis of an dlayavijfiana-pravrttivijriana 
model of consciousness. This new model of consciousness entails structural 
features, which are clearly suggested and presupposed in the Initial Passage, 
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but which cannot be correlated to the general exegetical stage of the Basic 
Section of the Yogacarabhiimi. The only way to explain the somewhat foreign 
presence of these features in the Basic Section is to regard the Initial Passage as 
an interpolation. 


45. Therefore, in spite of the rich collection of relevant materials in Alayav. 
§ 3, it is unfortunately not possible to interpret these materials in terms of 
documenting the development of @layavijfiana from "a 'gap-bridger'’ into the 
very basis of personal existence" (Alayav. § 3.0.2). It has not been the case that 
“major subsequent developments" were simply "reconstructed in a consistent 
and unstrained way" (Alayav. § 3.0.1) by Schmithausen to finally validate an 
initially only hypothetical starting-point. Rather, a somewhat strained, yet 
since long cherished, preconception (dating from before 1969; see Ex. 14) has 
been reproduced and projected upon a passage with such strength that the 
various explicit and implicit adumbrations of dlayavijfiana — which the Initial 
Passage actually does contain — were almost totally suppressed by means of 
a complex system of interpretations and hypotheses. Since, however, the 
manner in which dlayavijfiana was described and employed by Y.-V. scholars 
differed completely from Schmithausen's conception of the term, such a 
semantic gap had, unavoidably, to be bridged. And it is that which has 
been accomplished in Alayav. by interpreting it as an historical gap;i.e., 
by assuming an incredibly quick, yet significant development, of the concept 
of alayavijriana — a development, to be sure, from the meaning stipulated by 
Schmithausen as the "original" to that which was known and elaborated by 
the earliest and, fundamentally unchanged, by all later Yogacara-Vijnana- 
vada scholars. 


46. As regards the so-called Initial Passage, I do agree that it is certainly a 
thoughtful and mature scholastic production and "does not look like a 
spontaneous verbalization [...] immediately after the idea of alayavijnana 
had been conceived for the first time" (Alayav. § 2.2). Yet, while 
Schmithausen's hermeneutical and historical presuppositions had to ignore 
much of the intrinsically balanced and richly informative description of 
alayavijfiana in relation to the normative context of nirodhasam@patti, my focus 
on reinvestigating the terminological components, and taking them seriously 
in terms of what they actually imply within an integral composition as a 
structural whole, has led me to historical conclusions that radically differ 
from those that were set forth in Alayav. Nevertheless, seen from a broader 
and, I think, more important perspective, my investigations with regard to 
the Initial Passage are in perfect agreement, and thus essentially complement, 
Schmithausen's researches with regard to the other passages including the 
notion of dlayavijfiana in the Basic Section of the Yogacarabhiimi (cf. Alayav. § 6; 
esp. §§ 6.8.1ff.). 
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47. To sum up, on closer investigation (in §§ 28-46), Schmithausen's 
interpretation of the Initial Passage cannot be said to have a sufficiently strong 
basis. The passage does not provide the semantic context that can support an 
interpretation of dlayavijfiana meaning ‘mind sticking in’, so as to fulfil Alayav. 
§ 1.7(2). 

Thus, since the Initial Passage does neither fulfil Alayav. § 1.7.(1) nor 
Alayav. § 1.7.(2), the concept of dlayavijfiana must have originated somewhere 
else. Because Schmithausen has thoroughly investigated the other dlayavijnana 
~passages in the Basic Section of the Yogacarabhiimi and convincingly discarded 
all of them as possible originators of this concept, the historical constellation 
forces us to look to the Samdhinirmocanasitra for the introduction of 
alayavijnana. 


Explications 
[Ex. 13] 


As indicated above, in Ex. 9, already WALDRON (1994/1995; 2003) has applied 
the terms ‘diachronic’ and ‘synchronic’ to specifically defined features of his 
analysis of mind in Abhidharma and Yogacara. In general, I agree with 
Waldron on the usefulness of these methodological notions in the buddho- 
logical context, but I will employ them in a different way. 

As part of the structuralistic diction, these terms have been originally 
used in linguistic analysis: while the synchronic view of language describes a 
complex of features at a given time disregarding historical antecedents, a 
diachronic description focuses upon particular linguistic features as they 
manifest and change over a period of time. 

Replacing ‘language’ by 'vijfiana in the Buddhist context’ as the horizon 
of investigation, we find a variety of what one might call diachronic and 
synchronic models in different Buddhist schools. Thus, models concerned 
with the continuity and discontinuity of vijfiana are diachronic models. For 
example, the doctrine of momentariness in the whole scope of its 
development, the continuity of sams@ra in terms of its hetu-phala structure, but 
also temporary suspensions of vijfiana processes (alternatively of vijfana itself) 
as in nirodhasamapatti, are diachronic thematic horizons related to vyjfiana. 

The most explicit instance of subjecting vijfiana to a synchronic reflection is 
associated with the introduction of @layavijfiana. As soon as @layavijfiana is 
regarded as a consciousness in the proper sense, we are confronted with the 
theoretical assumption of a simultaneous presence of at least two parallel 
streams of consciousness. Already the Samdhinirmocanasitra (V.4) assumes 
that manovijfiana accompanies every sensory cognition as a third stream of 
simultaneity. Yet, transcending furthermore the classical Abhidharma 
accounts, Samdh V.5 teaches the possibility of a simultaneous occurrence of 
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all six pravrttivijfianas in a single moment.! Subsequently, another layer of 
simultaneous actualization, that of klistam manah, will be introduced to 
complete the Y.-V. model of vijfiana. But already before the introduction of 
dlayavijfiana there existed different synchronic models of vijfiana. Thus, while 
not introducing a new vijfiana to function simultaneously, the Sautrantika 
theory of bija in conjunction with that of santati-parinama-visesa did likewise 
somehow imply two layers of one stream of consciousness; a single 
continuum transformed its own latent capacities into a temporal flow of 
self-differentiation.2 These and other models, as well as the school-specific 
accounts of the caittas, are related to synchronic perceptions of vijfiaina. 

Considering the Initial Passage in terms of evaluating its diachronic and 
synchronic implications, we notice that Schmithausen denies any major 
diachronic assertion? of this passage (see infra, § 38, ad 5), whereas he seems 
to waver in his synchronic assessment of this passage. As referred to, at one 
place, he demands @layavijfiana as a proper vijfiana — which would logically 
imply a simultaneity of two streams of vijfiana —, on an another occasion, he 
is trying to avoid exactly these implications by considering Glayavijfiana in the 
I. P. as "hardly anything but Seeds". Cf. above, § 26 and Ex. 11. 


[Ex. 14] 


Schmithausen (Alayav. § 2.7) considers his choice to be supported by the 
Tibetan and Chinese translations of the passage. And he seems to 
automatically take it for granted that an ordinary locative would represent a 


' Not to be confused with this phenomenological perspective is quite a different horizon of 
investigation, that is, the idea-historical perspective within a broader context of research, 
from the point of which the concept of Glayavijfiana in the Samdhinirmocanasitra is 
synchronically related to other novel concepts that are thematized in other chapters. Thus 
we obtain further horizons of thematization in synchronic perspective: an "inter-conceptual 
level" (concerned with the synchronic relationship between concepts corresponding 
to/introduced at the same stage of theoretical presuppositions) and a "textual level" 
(concerned with the synchronic relationship of chapters, or textual portions, thematizing 
theoretical models while implying those thematized in other chapters/ textual portions). 


2 Also SCHMITHAUSEN 1967, when elaborating the Sautrantika presuppositions of V8, 
suggests that "die Umwandlung des Erkenntnisstromes wohl als eine virtuelle, latente, zu 
denken ist" (p. 115). Yet, the Sautrantikas clearly avoided the direct introduction of a 
simultaneity of multiple streams of consciousness. They defended a bija-theory, 
which assumed the bijas to be neither the same as, nor different from, citta (AKVy 149,3f.); 
while the bija-theory was felt as necessary to satisfactorily explain the coexistence of latent 
kuSala- and akusala-dharmas in a single psychic continuum (149,5ff.), and while the notion 
of bija was regarded as synonymous with the notions of sakti and vasand (149,16), it was 
not considered as a new ontological entity, but as real only in terms of constituting a useful 
conceptual model (upadaya-prajriapti; 149,4); cf. JAINI 1959: esp. pp. 243ff. 


3 Le., any “extra-nirodhasamapatti" implications. 
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fulfilment of the condition Alayav. § 1.7(2), that is, would explain why the 
new vijfana was designated @layavijfiana, i.e., why this consciousness 
supposedly meant to be "one that is sticking in ...". 

However, I cannot follow these somewhat quick conclusions, because 
in that case Alayav. § 1.7(2)! would have been applied to the Initial Passage in a 
manner that took it for granted that Alayav. § 1.7(1)2 had already been 
fulfilled. But then Alayav. § 1.7 (1) and § 1.7 (2) would not have been 
individually assessed at all, the end result being a circular argument. And 
the logic of the first half of this circle would amount to about the following: 


(i) in nirodhasamapatti— granted this is the occasion fulfilling the 
condition of Alayav. § 1.7(1: “Inevitability") for the Mulasarvastivadins in 
view of their Dharmadinnasitra-passage — consciousness is rather restricted 
in its possibilities of display. Hence the action of a newly introduced 
consciousness could hardly be anything more than hiding itself; and the 
locative case — fulfilling Alayav. § 1.7(2: "Plausibility of the name") — tells us 
where it is sticking. 

(ii) On the other hand, to provide an introduction to the second half of 
the argument, already in 1969 ("Nirvana-Abschnitt": 130) Schmithausen took 
the notion of dlayavijfiana to mean "Anklammerungsperzeption" — "weil", 
according to Samdh V, "sie sich an diesen Leib [hier] anklammert (altyate, 
alayana)" (ibid.).> And apart from "sticking to the body", another behaviour of 
alayavijriana had already been hinted at, at that time (1969a: 130n. b), one 
which now receives a considerably strenghtened emphasis: "... [und] verbirgt 
sich in". 

It is important to know these historical facts of Schmithausen's earlier 
development of interpreting this concept because they form part of his 
hermeneutical prestructure, that is, the presupposition on the basis of which 
he has searched for "initial passages". 

Thus, given this prestructure, Schmithausen's actual question, in order 
to find Alayav. § 1.7(1) fulfilled, has perhaps rather been: where could 
alayavijnana — already long since conceived by him as "a consciousness that is 
sticking and hiding" — best fulfil this proper function? ... hence satisfy 
Alayav. § 1.7(2)! 

More radically, in which situation must it stick and hide 
somewhere? 

Where can it do this, and only do this, so as to fulfil its "original" 
function in a most prominent way, thereby — so the other half of the circular 
argument would run — fulfilling the necessary conditions of Alayav. § 1.7(1)? 


I"Plausibility of the name dlayavijfiana”. 
2"Inevitability of introducing the new concept". 


3 Anklammerungsperzeption may be translated as "perception, which is compulsively 
sticking to"; and the quotation weil sie sich an diesen Leib [hier] anklammert may be 
understood as: "because it is compulsively sticking to this body [here]". 
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After the possibilities for Alayav. § 1.7(1: "Inevitability") to achieve 
fulfilment had thus been narrowed down in accordance with a pre- 
formulated semantic determination of Glayavijfiana that was regarded as 
fulfilling Alayav. § 1.7(2: "Name"),! the resulting perspective is indeed an 
almost compulsive one. One where it was not only welcome, but where it 
was even felt to be necessary that it did what deserved to be named, and 
where it was a question of life and death (what could be a more urgent 
necessity?) that it did it: sticking — true to its "new" name — in the organism, 
keeping it alive, and providing a conceptual solution to a_ long-felt 
philosophical problem. For all this there could be only one answer: the 
normative state of nirodhasamapatti. 


However, as my preliminary reflections have shown, the Mila- 
sarvastivadins did in fact already have a model fulfilling their "vijriana- 
request" in nirodhasamapatti. 

For them the normative condition of nirodhasamapatti did not at all 
represent a state with regard to which the exegetical situation had reached a 
stage that made the introduction of a new vijfiana inevitable. Least of all, in 
such a fragmentary fashion, which did not even take account of a@riipyadhatu, 
thus could not replace their bi-polar bija-model'. 


While we had thus to realize that Schmithausen's Initial Passage does 
not at all fulfil Alayav. § 1.7(1: "Inevitability”), we are now in the process of 
finding out whether Schmithausen's long standing interpretation of the 
meaning of @layavijfiana is at least somehow supported by his Initial Passage. 

It would, perhaps, be unjust to Schmithausen if it were not noted that 
his conception of dlayavijfiana also changed in the course of his research, at 
least slightly: though it remains a sticky consciousness, as before, it was no 
longer 'sticking to the body’ (as in 1969), but in 1987 it is conceived as 
‘sticking in the body’, i.e., hiding there (cf. also Alayav. §§ 2.7 + 2.9). 

Yet, as concerns the critical observer of Schmithausen's methodology, 
he may have come to share with me an awareness of the possible circular 
nature of the arguments involved. The presently proper task of reinvesti- 
gation may then be — independently of whether Alayav. § 1.7(1) is fulfilled, 
or not — to look at the information which the Initial Passage provides, with a 
non-compulsive side-glance to Alayav. § 1.7(2). 


As regards the locative phrase: even if it would be an ordinary one, 
unless the meanings of ripindriya and aparinata had been properly clarified 
with the result of providing supportive implications, it would not 
automatically represent a sufficient condition for a definitive interpretation 
of the significance of alaya-. 


' Granted that dlayavijfiana means "Anklammerungsperzeption" — thereby fulfilling 
Alayav. § 1.7(2) since 1969 ! —, is there any exegetically problematic context where 
consciousness, according to Abhidharma norms, does not perform any other function exept 
remaining attached to the body? 
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[Ex. 15] 


The stitra quoted by Vasumitra in his lost Pariprecha — which in turn has been 
quoted by Vasubandhu in KSi, § 24/KSiy: 27 and PSVym 74 — is the 
aforementioned Dharmadinnasitra (cf. above, Ex. 11). The transmitted passage 
upon which Vasumitra bases his sacittaka samapattih theory says that in 
nirodhasamapatti 

“the capacities are not transformed, while consciousness has not 

separated from the body" (dban po dag ma gyur pa yin Zin rnam par 

Ses pa lus dan ma bral ba yin no). 

The expression ma gyur pa has here been translated in accordance with 


Schmithausen's suggestion (Alayav.: n. 174) to correct the earlier reconstruction 
(ie., praluj-) of La Vallée Poussin/Lamotte (cf. KSiz, transl. § 24) into aparinata. 


As MUROJI's (1985: 28; cf. also MUROJI 1993: 75) edition of Gunamati's more 
extensive quotation of the relevant Dharmadinnasitra-passage! shows, in the 
original context the state of nirodhasamapatti finds itself contrasted with the 
process of dying. In the process of dying, the totality of the conditioning 
factors related to one's body, speech and mind ceases; warmth is departing 
and the [whole vital] capacity is transformed/transferred [into another 
existential condition] ($i nas dus las ‘das pani... dban po yorns su _gyur pa yin 
no).2 — This transformation of the indriyas [into another existential condition] 
does not take place in the state of nirodhasamapatti, where the life-force (jivita) 
and consciousness (vijfiana) have not separated from the body (‘gog pa't sfioms 
par Zugs pa ni... tshe dan ma bral ba yin ... dban po rnams yons su ma gyur pa yin / 
rnam par Ses pa lus dan ma bral ba yin no). 


This Dharmadinnasitra-passage is the passage that forms the basis for 
Schmithausen's interpretation of aparinata in the Initial Passage. It is the one he 
refers to as a parallel passage likewise containing the notion of aparinata in the 
context of nirodhasamapatti — without, however, performing the slightest 
effort of trying to reconcile the differences. 

It is true that in Vasumitra's authoritative siitra passage the normative 
state in question is likewise nirodhasamapatti. Yet, being placed into contrast to 
the condition of parinata at death, the connotation of aparinata in 
nirodhasamapatti as thematized in this passage has, of course, nothing to do 
with the non-transformed or the transformed condition of pravurttiviriana 


' In Gunamati's Pratityasamut padavyakhyatika , D 3999: chi 117a2ff.; P 5497: chi 139a5ff. 


2 The whole sequence of factors runs thus: 

$i nas dus las ‘das pa ni lus kyi ‘du byed ‘gags pa yin | nag gi ‘du byed dan yid kyi ‘du byed 
‘gags pa yin | drod yal ba yin dban po yons su gyur pa yin no |/ 

With regard to nirodhasamapatti (‘gog pa'i sfioms par Zugs pa), however, those factors are 
stated as having not completely ceased to function (ma ‘gags pa yin). 
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(involving the sensory capacities), be it from bijas, from a psychic/cognitive 
continuum (citta-°/vijniana-santana), or from dlayavijriana. 

And, unlike Schmithausen's Initial Passage, this passage is not at all 
concerned with the ripinindriyani. But either (i.e., in the abbreviated passage 
using the plural dban po dag) all indriyas or, if these were analytically specified, 
the kaya-jtvita-mana-upeksendriyani (cf. AKBh 48,24 = AD 56,18f.) are referred 
to. Alternatively, jivitendriya, the capacity that is responsible for keeping up 
one's life until the last moment, is meant. However, we may not indis- 
criminately compare the condition of aparinata of jtvitendriya (or of the kiya- 
jivita-mana-upeksendriyani) in the Dharmadinnasitra-passage with the condition 
of aparinata of the sensory capacities (rijpinindriyani) in the I. P. 

Of course, the state of nirodhasamapatti is always implicitly standing in 
contrast to the normative state of death, as also in the Initial Passage. But 
different thematic contexts require different kinds of contextual emphasis. 
And here, in Schmithausen's I. P., the ripinindriyani, characterized by the 
predicate aparinata, have been explicitly placed in contrast to dlayavijnana, 
characterized by the predicate anuparata. 


[Ex. 16] 


For Schmithausen (Alayav. § 2.5) the attribute riipin, which he translates by the 
term ‘material’, seems to guarantee that dlayavijfiana can stick in the 
riupinindriyani — and hence to justify the interpretation of the locative case as 
an ordinary one. 

In this excursus we shall focus on particular aspects of indriya in relation 
to riipa. Having already referred to Buddhaghosa's mode of providing 
explanations in terms of metaphorical analogies (§ 31, note), the sources of the 
following technical descriptions are AKBh, AKVy and MauBh. Hereby it is 
suitable that, in a sense, Vasubandhu's reflective level in AKBh comprises the 
broader Sarvastivada, Sautrantika and Early Yogacara traditions, between 
which he can shift as he thinks appropriate. The present aim is to demonstrate 
that the ripinindriyani can be understood as referring to "biophysical 
capacities". No historical perspectivation is provided, but only an attempt to 
understand associated structural elements in their correlation. 

The aforementioned general characterization! of rijpa apart, it may be 
useful to be aware of the fact that riipa has been conceived in terms of what 
might be called a phenomenological category. Accordingly, the reasoning 
qua hermeneutical etymology (nirukti)? applied to riipaskandha (in view of 


! Le. basically: cattari ca mahabhitani catunnam ca mahabhiitanam upadaya riipam (MN I: 
185,10; etc.). 


2 The linguistictic discipline of nirukti is pre-Buddhist and has, in fact, achieved an initially 
more prominent presence within the Vedic sphere. The author of the earliest, still extant, 
literary production on nirukti is the pre-Paninian scholar Yaska; an attempt to classify the 
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indicating the aptness of the designation of riipa) informs us: "... because it is 
disrupting (riipanat)" (AKBh 9,10). Vasubandhu (ibid.) quotes the Buddha 
saying:! 


"it disrupts and disrupts, therefore, monks, it is called the 
assimilative aggregate? of riipa" (riipyate riipyata iti bhiksavas 
tasmad riipopadanaskandha ity ucyate)(cf. also PTSD, s.v. rijpa). 


And further rationalizing this hermeneutic game YaSomitra (AKVy 34,14) 
takes it up by saying that the word ripyate, ‘it disrupts’, is defined in the 
sense of ‘disintegrating’ (badhandrthah), meaning that it is subject to 
deterioration (viparinima; for which cf. SCHMITHAUSEN 1977: 919). Along 
these lines, riip@yatana, or the dimension of sensory form, forming as external 
visible object sphere (bahyam ayatanam) the correlate of caksur-indriya (the 
capacity of eyesight), is conceived as being thus denominated 

(a) because of its having a reaction (sapratighatvat): touched by the 
contacts with hands, etc. it disrupts (riipyate); 

(b) because of its having visibility (sanidarsanatvat): since there is an 
ascertainment (niriipana) that this is here or there; 


various niruktas characterizing his paradigmatic work is found in S. VARMA, The 
Etymologies of Yaska, Hoshiarpur 1953. For the rendering "hermeneutical etymology”, cf. 
SEYFORT RUEGG 1998: 119n. 9. What by such modes of explaining verbal formations often 
is entailed is that, ina sort of hermeneutical game, specific formal and semantic aspects of 
words are correlated to each other in order to hermeneutically explain the meaning of 
technical terms, while these are placed in direct affinity to certain phenomenal features of 
existence they are supposed to etymologically reflect. 


! For the source of this quotation, cf. PASADIKA 1989: 21 [9]. 


2 Reflecting its "heap" (rai) of different connotations (cf. PTSD/DOP s.v. khandha), the 
notion of skandha(s) has led to various translations, "group(s)" and "aggregate(s)" being the 
most frequently used terms. Recently, VETTER 2000: 81 has proposed "branch" as the 
original meaning of skandha/khandha and translates upadanakkhandha as “branch of 
appropriation". While being not quite convinced by these semantic proposals, it is not 
possible to take up a lengthy discussion at this point; presently I am continuing to adopt the 
term "aggregate" to translate skandha for the sake of general convenience. 

The term upadana is likewise notorious in view of the many modern attempts to 
account for its meaning in different contexts; as exercised with regard to the functional 
spheres of the five skandhas its basic connotation is that of ‘taking hold of as one's own' 
(DOP). There is, however, a difference between ‘appropriating’ and ‘assimilating’ physical 
substances, ideas, experiences, etc.; my suggestion is that it is rather to psychophysical 
forms that are ‘assimilated' to which the notion of upadanaskandha refers (while connoting 
that which forms the basis of one's personal identification). Of 
course, the psychological possibility of founding one's identity on the appropriation of 
(others') ideas, feelings, etc. shall not be denied, but it is probably not what upadana 
primarily denotes. A significant scriptural evidence is provided when the term ahara 
("intake", nutrition, nutriment [to be physically assimilated]) is being used in place of 
upadana, as in the Mahatanhasankhayasutta (MN I: 260ff.), which thereby conveniently 
supports the present interpretation of upadana as "assimilation"; cf. also CPD s.v. ahara 2. 
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(c) and also because among people it is [that which is] understood as 
[physical ]form (vipa) whereas the other [@yatanas] are not — (cf. AKBh 
16,21ff./AKVy 51,30f.). 


The rupinindriyani, though being imperceptible (anidarsana), share with 
their respectively correlated external object spheres (bahyam ayatanam) the 
attribute of being ‘reacting’ (sapratigha). YaSomitra (AKVy 58,24f.) comments 
upon AK I.29be (= sapratigha daga | riipinah) that 

“the term riipin serves to exclude ariipin. Something that is disrupting 

is a sensory form(ation). It is because for these [constituents (dhatu)] 

there exists such [a disrupting formation] that they are [called] 

‘having a form’ (riipin). These are ten, viz. the five fundamental 

constituents (dhatu) of eye-sight, [hearing, smelling,] etc. and the five 

fundamental constituents of their [respective] perceptual fields" 

(riipi-grahanam aripi-nirasartham. riipanam riipam. tad esam astiti 

ripinah. daseti caksurdhatv-adyah patica tad-visaya-dhatavaé ca 

parica ceti). 

These ten ripinah are said to be conglomerated (AK I.35d; samcita dasa 
ripinah) in the sense of being molecules (paramanusamghathatva), which just 
means that they are essentially consisting of ultimate particles (paramanu- 
svabhava dasatvety arthah; AKVy 68,4). 

But there is another important difference between those two groups of 
five constituents, insofar as that which is apprehensible by the five indrtyas is 
considered to be a gross physical formation (AKBh 13,14: auda@rikariipam 
paricendriyagrahyam), whereas the other group — ie., the capacities of 
eyesight, hearing, etc. — is regarded as being subtle (AKBh 13,14/AKVy 
44,23: ... siiksmam anyac caksuradi paficakam). YaSomitra (ibid.), by the way, 
insists on taking this statement of differentiation as expressing the view of 
the Sautrantikas.! Here we can understand the difference between gross and 
subtle to be such that ripindriya is itself sensorily inaccessible (anidarsana, 
avijfiapti, atindrtya), i.e. subtle, while representing the paramanu-level capacity, 
which is responsible for apprehending the perceptual field (visaya) 
constituting the physically gross level (audarika-riipam paticendriya-grahyam; 
AKBh 13,15). 

In other words, the riipinindriyani, representing subtle organic capaci- 
ties, are somehow conceived as bio-molecular controlling forces that process 
informations received from their respective perceptual fields (visaya).* 


' It is the statement of a certain Bhadanta (already quoted in the Vibhasa; cf. AKVy 
44,14ff.). Right after indicating the Vaibhasika differentiation of audarikam and siksmam 
ripam in terms of sapratigham and apratigham, Vasubandhu refers to this Bhadanta to 
express an alternative view (AKBh 13,9f.). 


2 A quotation from the Prajiaptisastra in AKBh 19,11ff. (Koga I: 52) provides an exemplary 
variety of such visaya. 
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Thereby, these forces, functioning on what we would call a neuro-anatomical 
level, provide the basis for an actual sensory cognition.! 

Accordingly, YaSomitra (AKVy 47,5-14) distinguishes the molecular 
level of the perceptual locus (visayaparamanavah) from the molecular level of 
the sensory capacities (caksurindriyadiparamanavah) with regard to their causal 
efficiency (karana) in the production of cognitions. While, for example, the 
molecules of a blue perceptual locus (i.e., of an "external object") may effect 
the production of a cognition of themselves as blue, they are restricted to that 
and cannot effect the production of a cognition of yellow colour. The 
biomolecular force endowed with the capacity of generating vision, on the 
other hand, is not restricted to such a monotonous scope (ek@yatanatva), but it 
is the general causal efficiency that is partaking in all varieties of visual 
experiences (caksurindriyadiparamanavah sarve svavijfianotpattau§ sadharanani 
k@ranani bhavanti). And in terms of constituting such a causal efficiency, it is of 
course representative of all the other sensory capacities . 


Another distinction to be mentioned is that between inorganical and 
organical matter. Being described in a manner that is almost comparable to 
the definition of a molecule of an element in chemistry (i.e., as the smallest 
portion of uniform size and mass into which a substance can be divided 
without losing its chemical identity), the subtle state of any physical 
aggregate (sarvasiksmo riipasanghatah) to be distinctly conceivable as such, and 
not as another (yato nanyataro vijriayet; AKBh 52,24), is here said to be a 
molecule (samghata-paramanu; AKVy 123,17). And such a molecule is 
endowed with a particular property characterized by a specific intrinsic con- 
dition of solidity (kharah), cohesion (snehah), velocity (irana), and temperature 
(usnata); it is further provided with the following derivative qualities: visible 
form (riipa),2 smell (gandha), taste (rasa), and tangibility (sprastavya). Thus an 
anorganic molecule consists of those eight elements (cf. AKBh ad AK II.22).3 


A ninth factor added to these is decisive for turning an inorganic into 
an "organic molecule" (sendriyah paramanuh; AKBh 53,1). This factor is called 
kayendriya and constitutes the basic faculty of a living physical organism. It is 
generally known that the word kaya designates any sort of ‘collection’ or 


' However rudimentarily executed, in principle, this description seems to correspond to 
that of modern physiological psychology, where electrochemical forces govern sensory 
processes. But as soon as we would go into any concrete detail of description, the 
similarities naturally stop. 


2 Conceived in AKBh ad AK I.10a as varnah samsthanam ca, ‘color and/or configuration’. 


3 There exist, however, different views on whether all eight properties are always present, 
or not. Likewise the question concerning the mode in which the properties are present has 
been answered in different ways (e.g., the Sautrantikas assume that some properties may be 
present bijatah only, while other properties are present as manifest modifications); cf. 
AKBh 53,11ff. ad AK 1.22; AKVy 123ff.. In this connection AKVy 126, 24ff. quotes ASBh 
§ 57A to represent the views of the yogacaras. 
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‘pattern of organization’. Accordingly, in the specific context of sensory 
capacities the term kaya is employed insofar as it signifies something having 
the nature of a molecular organization (paramanu-samcayatmakatvuat, AKVy 
100,13) (cf. also KSi,, § 44/KSiy: 52; AVinSN 210,5; PTSD/BHSD s.v. kaya). 

While, within the range of a given sentient being’s experiences, 
kayendritya is responsible for transmitting informations of all kinds of physical 
sensations, which a mature organism may experience (cf. AKBh ad AK I.10d; 
1.35a), it is in fact a capacity that is present already prior to the possible arisal 
of any such sort of experience. Together with jivitendriya, the individual life- 
force, ktyendrtya comes to be present in any sentient being, from the very 
beginning, with the function of generating a physical organism in the sphere 
of drives, the kamadhatu (cf. AKBh 47,19 ad AK II.14ab/ AKVy 110,17ff.). 

However, even in the case of human beings, the species placed at the 
top of biological evolution on this planet, it is difficult to imagine that 
already the fertilized egg, i., the pre-embryonic globule right after 
conception (kalala), is endowed with a "sense of touch". — Schmithausen 
(Alayav. § 3.3.1.2 and n. 248, § 6.3.1 and n. 847) seems to disagree, apparently 
following the authority of Louis de la Vallée Poussin, another great 
philologist (Koga II: 132). 


Hence, the question arises: what are the indriyabhitani of the kalala, i.e., 
of the globule of sperm-cum-ovum right after conception, which in the 
Yogacarabhiimi comes to be conceived as housing an @layavijfiaina? 

The matter of this globule (i.e., the freshly fertilized egg) is one that is 
endowed with capacities. What could it be? — It could hardly be anything 
else than what we would, nowadays, call ‘genetic matter’? 

And these 'genetic elements’, as we may perhaps translate the notion of 
indriyabhutani — signifying the primary capacity (indrtya) with which organic 
matter is endowed —,, are said to be provided with another capacity inherent 
in this tiny physical organism (kaya). That is, the ‘genetic elements’ (indriya- 
bhiitani) are provided with the capacity of organic (in this context better: 
neuroanatomic) organization in terms of organizing a rudimentary nervous 
system (kayendriya). A body, even as a grown up sensitive organism, is 
essentially a sustained nervous system, or a system of nervous organization, 
which partly represents the capacity to feel bodily sensations. But initially, 
right after conception, this principal “capacity of [nervous] organization" 
(kayendriya) naturally first serves to build up the nervous system from which 
the other sensory capacities evolve. 


Let us recapitulate those crucial moments at the time when an 
alayavijfiana discontinues its disembodied existence in the "intermediate state" 
(antarabhava; i.e., the state between death and rebirth) and assumes a new 
physical basis. Y 24,7ff. (partly as revised in Alayav. § 6.3.1) says:! 


1 For the text introducing this passage, cf. likewise Alayav. § 6.3.1. 
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tannirodhasamakalam ca tasyaiva sarvabija[ka]sya vijrianasya 

samarthyat tadanyasiiksmendriyamahabhitavyatimisro ‘nyas 

tatsabhagah Sukrasonitapindo jayate sendriyah / tasyam cavasthayam 
pratisthitam vijfanam [baddhah (?)] 1 pratisandhir ity ucyate / sa cisau 
kalalavastha | tani ca tasya kalalasyendriyamahabhitani 

kayendriyenaiva sahotpadyante / indriyadhisthana-mahabhitani ca 

tair evendriyamahabhitaih kayendriyena ca sahotpadyante / tatas 
tanindriyamahabhitany 2 upadaya caksuradindriyani kramena 

nispadyante | 

“And just at the time when that [intermediate state] ceases, due to 
the efficiency of that very same consciousness? comprising all 
potentialities, another [state of] analogous immanent correspondence 
(tatsabhaga)* is generated: the globule of sperm-cum-ovum endowed 
with [genetic] capacities; being mingled together with the subtle 
genetic matter [it is one that is] different from that [continuity of 
consciousness in the intermediate state]. 

And as it is in [the moment of exactly] that normative state [of 
mingling together] where the consciousness has become 
(reestablished, it is called the [state of] Linking up.° 


1 Seems to be superfluous. 
2 Y 24,13 reads mahakabhutany 
3 Identified as @layavijriana in the text immediately preceding this passage. 


4 The notion of "immanent correspondence” (sabhiga) is here employed in the "karmic" 
context of "samsaric" continuity at the crucial moment of Linking up a new existential basis 
(i.e., at the occasion of being reborn). Or, as Sthiramati once formulated the relationship of 
the technical notions pertaining to this context: samsarapravrttir nika@yasabhagantaresu 
pratisandhibandhah (TrBh *40,4), "the process of transmigratory existence [refers to] the 
compulsion of Linking up in other existential settings of immanent correspondence". On 
pratisandhi, cf. Alayav.: 639. 

The notion of sabhaga is here that of nikayasabhaga, on which, see AKBh 67f. ad AK 
I].41a; Koga II: 195ff; COX 1995, chapters 6 and 14. — For another context in which sabhaga 
and tatsabhaga are employed, cf. AKBh 27f. ad AK I.39b-d. In that context, the term 
tatsabhaga refers to factors which are not exactly identical with a particular setting of 
immanent correspondence (sabhaga), but are similar, or analogous, to it (cf. AKBh 28,23f.: 
ye punar asabhagas te tesam sabhaganam jatisamanyena sabhagatvat tatsabhagah | — AKVy 
77 \Off.: tesam_sabhaganam ukta-laksananam sabhagah sadrsah, te tatsabhagah. tesam tair va 
sabhagas te tatsabhagah. tulyarthe hy atra sabhaga-Sabdo grhyate.). 


> However, in the case that the word baddhah (cf. Alayav.: n. 843, but also Y 24 n. 5) should 
in fact have had its proper place in the original sentence, the translation should be: "And as 
it is in [the moment of] that state where the consciousness has become (re)established, the 
‘Linking up' is said to be linked-up." — [Since the requisite conjunctive particle (either as 
baddho ca..oras ... pratisandhir cocyate) is absent, ucyate can hardly be taken to relate to 
both baddhah and pratisthitam vijfianam. Nevertheless, further research investigating 
parallel passages thematizing this context of pratisandhi seems to be necessary to 
definitively decide upon the connotation to be conveyed in this instance]. 
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And this is also the normative state of the kalala.!_ And those 
genetic material elements of the kalala do exist together with only 
the capacity of nervous organization. And [this means that in this 
normative state] the elements of the sensory capacities and [their 
organic] bases (indriyadhisthana-mahabhiitani) do exactly coincide 
with those genetic material elements (indriyabhiitani) and with the 
capacity of nervous organization (kzyendrtya). Therefrom, then, 
in dependence on? those genetic material elements, the visual and the 
other sensory capacities are gradually developed." 


The last sentence has led us to the next stage: the proper sense faculties, or 
sensory capacities (riipinindriyani), develop secondarily on the basis of 
kayendriya, the principal capacity of nervous organization. Kayendrtya, as such 
a basic capacity, is thus to be understood with a double connotation, since 
both (1) the capacity to develop a nervous system in the course of the organic 
development from a fertilized egg into a fully developed fetus and (2) the 
basic capacity of a developed organism to produce sensory sensations in any 
moment of its life are referred to by this term. 

As we had seen above, kayendriya, in the sense elaborated, is the 
decisive ninth factor transforming inorganic matter into organic matter. And 
the developed state of the ordinary sensory capacity forms the tenth 
constituent (AK II.22d: dasadravyo ‘parendriyah). That is to say, any sensory 
capacity in the proper sense, including tactile capacities (likewise designated 
by the expression kayendriya), does actually constitute a further specializ- 
ation, one which presupposes the previous nine ones — 

“for wherever there is a visual capacity or an auditory one, etc., there 

it is necessarily to be brought about by the capacity of nervous 

organization (kzyendrtya), since vision, etc., are being processed in 

dependence upon that" (yatra hi caksuh Srotradi va tatra 

kayendriyena bhavitavyam tat-pratibaddha-orttitvac caksuradinam; 

AKVy 123,24f. ad AK II.22). 


Not anticipating any longer a serious claim from a modern scholar to the 
effect that classical Buddhists had opined visual, auditory and other 
experiences to be possible via the 'sense of touch’, there is presently no need 
to extend this short sketch concerned with the riipinindriyani still further. In 
general, the riipinindriyani, being forces functioning on a bio-molecular level, 


' Scil. of the fertilized egg as the globule of sperm-cum-ovum; cf. also C. SUNESON, "Some 
Interrelated Terms in Ancient Indian Embryology”, in: WZKS 35 (1991): 109-121; and, for a 
broader background, Rahul Peter DAS, The Origin of Life of a Human Being. Conception and 
the Female according to Ancient Medical and Sexological Literature, Delhi 2003. 


2 Or: qua assimilating (i.e., conforming to) those genetic material elements; that will say, 
the sensory capacities develop by becoming similar to what the genetic material contains in 
terms of its capacity of unfolding a nervous system. 
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may perhaps be best compared to neuroelectrical forces which — when 
excited— transform these excitements into cognizable information. 

Nirodhasamapatti, however, signifies that normative state in which one 
is withdrawn from any such impressions; which means that, as long as 
someone is abiding in such a state, not a single sensory capacity is getting 
transformed into cognizable sense data. 


[Ex. 17] 


It is my impression that Schmithausen (e.g., Alayav. §§ 3.13.1ff.) is in some way 
aware of this problem, but 

(a) he interprets ‘differences of formulation’ in terms of 'temporal/ 
historical distances’, and 

(b) he seems to consider and evaluate the pertinent relationship 
existing between @layavijnana and the indriyani only in terms of biological and 
ontological categories. 


Some remarks ad (a). 


Particular textual assertions tend to gain their complete meaningfulness only 
from the idea-historically pertinent context in which they are semantically 
embedded. The nature of interpolations implies that certain materials have 
been removed from their original context and placed into another one, one 
which cannot guarantee that all of the conceptual implications of the 
interpolated materials are supplied by the textual surroundings. It is 
therefore crucial to be aware about the various implications of interpolated 
textual materials. 

Such materials may constitute concepts, which are explicitly engaging 
only particular aspects of a larger theoretical model in specific contexts, even 
while they presuppose a knowledge of the whole. When a model as a whole 
can be shown to have developed and passed through various stages, it is all 
the more important to reflect upon the presuppositions, which a given 
(quoted /commented upon) philosophical or exegetical assertion, related to a 
certain stage of conceptual development of the model, entails. When older 
textual materials contain interpolations in the form of materials representing 
a more developed stage of reflection, one can be almost certain that not all 
the various aspects of the more developed reflective models are represented 
in those interpolations, which by their very nature address only particular 
aspects. Under such circumstances it is hardly permissible to (1) draw the 
conclusion, on the basis of available interpolations, that those aspects, which 
were not addressed, had not yet developed at the time when the 
interpolations were made. And it is naturally quite unacceptable, if 
furthermore (2) on the basis of such impermissible conclusions, a historical 
horizon of conceptual development is "outlined" by way of locating (i) the 
interpolations and (ii) the texts containing more complete descriptions of a 
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given conceptual model pertaining to the same descriptive stage at altogether 
different points of the historical scale. 


I share Schmithausen's view that the dlayavijfiana model has historically 
developed in the sense that particular features of what the phenomeno- 
logical notion of 4@layavijfiana implied in relation to other contextually 
pertinent aspects have only been gradually realized (and/or thematized) 
subsequent to the introduction of the concept. But my view differs with 
regard to what is epistemologically implied when in the Initial Passage it is 
said that alayavijnana comprises the bijas of pravrttivijfana. 

For me the choice of the term pravurttivijfiana entails no restriction with 
regard to the cognitive states (dharma) referred to, but constitutes a rhetoric 
device applied to this specific thematic context. It has been chosen because, as 
regards its quality as a defining characteristic, the notion of pravrtti- has a 
much higher connotative value in this context: it antonymically! explicates 
alaya- as a notion that is referring to both the state of latency as well as the 
potentialized locus from which cognitive processes (praurttivijriana) 
arise again. No other attribute could have been more explicit in denying 
that, within the given conceptual framework, the riipinindriyani should be still 
endowed with a functionally dominant role in nirodhasamapatti.? 


Yet Schmithausen does not interpret this nirodhasamapatti passage (i.e., 
the I. P.) as only one context among others in the Basic Section to which 
various aspects of the new model of dlayavijfiana came to be selectively 
applied. Hence he would not consider the choice of the term pravrttivijfiana as 
one that has been motivated by the contextually specific topic addressed, but 
rather as one that has been historically determined by the exegetical stage 
reached at exactly this point, when the concept of alayavijfiana is supposed to 
have been introduced. Marking this historical stage, the notion of praurtti- 


1 That is, I am fundamentally accepting and adopting Schmithausen's hypothesis as 
expressed in Alayav. § 6.8.3, where he explains that 

"the terms ‘alayavijiiana’ and 'pravrttivijiiana’ are the antonymic elements of a 

coherent conceptual structure, and thus intrinsically and originally connected 

with each other". 

According to Schmithausen, the historical starting-point for what we might designate as the 
“Glayavijniana-pravrttivijiana model of consciousness" is his Initial Passage. 

While fully agreeing with the view that the I. P. applies this "@layavijfana- 
pravrttivijiana model of consciousness", I differ from Schmithausen with regard to his 
historical perspective concerning the inception of this model and with regard to his 
evaluation of its phenomenological implications. 


2 Probably the classical Y.-V. scholars wished to take no risk in this matter, because 
formerly this context had invested the riipinindriyani sadhisthanani with the function of 
providing the guaranty for cognitive states to rearise. But presently, so that nobody 
should misunderstand, they emphasized that whatsoever cognition (vijfiaina) occurs, 
particularly on leaving the state of nirodhasamapatti, does so by rearising (pravrt-) — not as 
previously taught from the riipinindriyani, but: — from the dlayavijriana containing all of 
the bijas. 
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vijnana is meant to express a peculiar limitation of the bijas with which 
alayavijriana is said to be associated at this point. According to Schmithausen, 
dlayavijiana is associated with "only the 'forthcoming' forms of 
mind (praorttivijfiana), i.e., sense perceptions and manovijfiana"’ (Alayav. § 
3.13.1; cf. also §§ 2.13.1, 2.13.7). 

So, what is lacking? The indriyas, or, in the words of Schmithausen, the 
"material sense-faculties". According to him, alayavijfiana does not yet contain 
their bijas when the Initial Passage was composed. Hence he speaks of a 
"striking time-lag till it came to be conceived of also as containing the Seeds 
of the material sense-faculties" (Alayav. § 3.13.3). 

Schmithausen does not presuppose the validity of the vijnaptimatra- 
ontology for his Initial Passage (or in general for MauBh); cf. Alayav. § 2.13.7. In 
other words, he presupposes the philosophical Early Yogacara stage of an 
ontological realism, hence a version of the traditional definition of the 
generation of sensory consciousness in accordance with that ontology.” 
Having thus separated dlayavijnana from its function of controlling the specific 
manifestation of what appears as sensory /visible form (riipa, etc.) as well as 
eliminated its very capacity of generating what appears as a sensation 
(caksurindriya, etc.), the attribute of @layavijfiana to comprise the potentiality 
(bija) of sensory cognitions (praurttivijfiana) has been radically deprived of all 


Soe 


meaningfulness. What should pravrttivijfiana as sensory perception still refer 
to? 

The bijas do not refer to the mere capacity of being conscious, but to 
specific structures of potential experiences "as the result of the Maturation 
(vipaka) of previous karman" (Alayav. § 3.5). There is no bija apart from being 
vipaka, i.e., the maturation or the repotentialization of a virtual structure. 
Therefore, to associate dlayavijfiana with the attribute of comprising the 
pravrttivynanabyas actually means to endow it with the capacity to generate 
sensory (and other) perceptions with specifically conditioned structures of 
cognitive actualizations. At the beginning of the Basic Section it says that 
vijfiana itself is that (structure) which is present, or is getting established 
(pratyupasthitam), in the cognitive constitution (vijfiapti) of the objective/ 
noematic reference point (@lambana). And, as already noted, alambana hereby 
refers to all dharmas (Y 11,8 + 11: vijfianam katamat | yad alambanavijnaptau 
pratyupasthitam \| [ ... ] alambanam katamat | sarva-dharm[a] alambanam \\). 


Schmithausen himself has emphasized that the very notion of 
pravrttivijnana implies that of d@layavijfiana (§ 6.8.3); they form two poles of a 
coherent structure within a larger model of consciousness. Naturally, as 


1 And speaking for MauBh as a whole, he adds: "... and, occasionally, the mental factors 
(caitasika dharmah) accompanying them." 


21.e., a "realistic" version of the model defining a sensory impression (spar$a) as something 
that is generated in the conjunction of three factors (trisamnipata), those three being the 
sensory capacity, an object and consciousness (indriyavisayavijnana). 
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referred to above, one cannot expect to find all the implications of this model 
to be elaborated within the framework of the interpolations in MauBh. Thus 
there is a lack of textual evidence in MauBh explicitly thematizing the 
alayavijnana-pravrttivijiana model of consciousness within a_ vijfiaptimatra- 
ontology. Under the influence of this "lack" and under that of his conception 
of the nirodhasamapatti passage as Initial Passage, Schmithausen unfortunately 
devaluates the great import of his own discovery of the polar coherence 
existing between dlayavijfiana and praorttivijfiana by considering the latter as 
"being merely a new designation of the traditional vijfanas" (ibid.) — as if 
new technical terms were just arbitrarily invented, i.e., without endowing 
them with a particular contextual significance. 

The polar coherence of the dlayavijfiana-pravrttivijiana model of 
consciousness strongly suggests the vijriaptimatra-ontology for it to coherently 
function asan epistemological model. 


Some remarks ad b: Schmithausen's "biological" and "ontological" 
determination of the relationship between dlayavijfiana and the indrtyas. 


Also on basis of assuming the pravrttivijfianas to correspond only to the 
traditional vijfianas, i.e., without presupposing a vijfiaptimatra-ontology, it is 
risky simply to bypass the epistemological function of the indriyas in the 
production of sensory cognitions. But Schmithausen does not address this 
epistemological aspect. In Alayav. § 3.13.3 he speaks about the "biological" and 
“ontological” nature of the relationship between dlayavijriana and the so-called 
"material sense-faculties": 
"For the Initial Passage suggests that alayavijfiana was, originally, nothing but a 
hypostasis of the Seeds of mind sticking in the material sense-faculties (see § 2.5- 
6). This means that, even though the sense-faculties were dependent on alaya- 
vinana biologically, i.e. were in need of being appropriated by it in order to 
be protected against decay (cp. § 2.13.4), yet ontologically dlayavijhana, 
sticking in them and thus requiring them as its support, was rather in its turn 
dependent on, and subordinate to, the material sense-faculties (cp. § 2.13.7), and 
could not easily be considered to be their cause”. 
It is doubtlessly correct that, after dlayavijfiana had been introduced, it 
performs the functions of bodily appropriation within the conceptual 
framework of the new model of consciousness. And, according to this model, 
it does not withdraw from the body in state of nirodhasamapatti, thus keeping 
the body alive. After all, these functions have formally been elaborated in 
favour of proving the existence of dlayavijia@na (HAKAMAYA 1979; GRIFFITH 
1986, App. C). Hence, I can only agree! with Schmithausen when he states 
(Alayav. § 2.13.4) that the introductory question "im plies" that dlayavijriana 


1 Though, of course, not with the presupposition that his Initial Passage constitutes the 
introductory moment of dlayavijfiana, but rather the initiation of thematizing nirodha- 
samapatti in accordance with the new model of consciousness as interpolated into textual 
materials pertaining to the Basic Section. 
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has these functions also in his Initial Passage (which perhaps even presupposes 
those formal proofs). 

What these proofs likewise demonstrate is how the factual intention of 
unambiguously referring to the physical organism has to be realized. That is, 
what these proofs prove in this respect is the necessity of a reference either to 
asraya, notably in connection with the biological appropriation /assimilation 
(upadana) of a physical basis, or to kaya, particularly in connection with 
thematizing the possibility of physical experiences (kayikanubhava) or with the 
question, whether consciousness, in the given condition, has [or has not] left 
the body (kayad [an ]apakrantam). 

In contrast to this evidence, the Initial Passage does not contain any 
positive statement about biological appropriation. Alayavijfiana is not getting 
related to a physical basis at all, but only to the inactivated sensory capacities 
of a living organism as we had seen above. The explicit ontological 
reference is to the alayavijfiana-pravrttivijfiana model of consciousness. 


As far as I see, Schmithausen does not clearly distinguish between 
organic matter (or the organism as such) and the various indriyas functioning 
as organizing capacities in this organism (whereby in fact it first becomes 
“organic"). And it is due to this lack of proper distinguishment that it has 
become possible for him to formulate those specific "biological" and 
"ontological" characterizations (as quoted above), which are supposed to 
define the relationship between dlayavijfiana and the indriyas. 

Yet, conceived as forces in the organism, the indrtyas cannot putrefy. In 
the Basic Section (Y 24,16), dlayavijfiana's biological function of preventing 
putrefication has been expressed with regard to the proto-embryonic matter 
(kalalariipa). Under the influence of citta, which in this passage corresponds to 
Glayavijfiana, the kalalariipa does not putrefy (na pariklidyate, cf. Alayav. n. 250). 
Comparing this pratisandhi situation with that of the nirodhasamapatti, Alayav. § 
3.3.1.2 simply juxtaposes the functional presence of Glayavijfiana in the 
kalalaripa with a functional presence of dlayavijfiana "in" the indriyas. 

The end of Alayav. § 3.3.1.2 additionally suggests another function of 
alayavijnana in the pratisandhi context and regards it as confirming the idea that 
alayavijfiana may be regarded as "sticking in" the indrtyas in states of 
nirodhasamapatti. As the pratisandhi passage at Y 24,1ff. elaborates, at the point 
of Linking up (pratisandhi) a new existence in kamadhatu, where gross bodies 
are generated, dlayavijfiana performs its function of merging (sammirch-; 
cf. Alayav. n. 239) into proto-embryonic matter (Alayav. § 6.3.1-2). Being 
identified in this passage as asrayopadatr, it is likewise necessary to assume 
that dlayavijriana keeps attached to the organism for life, once it has attached 
itself to it. Yet, independent of how we describe what technically is 
designated as asrayopadana, it is important to notice that this function has been 
expressed, in the pratisandhi passage, with regard to proto-embryonic matter, 
not with regard to the indriyas. 
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The general nature of the riipinindriyani has been discussed above in Ex. 
16. And as we had likewise seen, the pratisandhi passage has conceived (Y 
24,7ff.) the globule of sperm-cum-ovum endowed with indriyas as something 
to be generated due to the efficiency of Glayavijfiana. In face of this 
evidence (to which Schmithausen himself has drawn our attention in Alayav. § 
6.3), it is somewhat curious when he writes in Alayav. § 3.13.1 that 

"such a view, involving as it does a genetic dependence of the material 

sense-faculties (or even of corporeal matter as a whole) on alayavijiiana, 

is, significantly enough, not explicitly stated anywhere in the Basic Section 

of the Yogacarabhiimi." 
What Schmithausen here denies is a formulation of the relationship between 
alayavijfiana and the indriyas as one between vipaka and vipakaja in the Basic 
Section. However, exactly that type of relationship is clearly asserted, when Y 
24,7-9 says: 

tasya — referring to: sarvabijakam vipaka-samgrhitam ... alayavijnanam — 

sarvabijalka]sya vijfianasya samarthyat ...SukraSonitapindo jayate sendrtyah.! 


Here layavijfiana is identified with all of the bijas that are comprised as 
vipaka. That is, dlayavijfiana corresponds to that which constitutes all of the 
vipaka. It is thus essentially the vipaka aspect of dlayavijfiana on account of whose 
efficiency (samarthyat) the SukraSonitapindah sendriyah ("the globule of sperm- 
cum-ovum provided with [genetic] capacities") is generated (jazyate). In other 
words, both the indriyas and the organic matter are explicitly defined as 


vipakaja. 


[Ex. 18] 


Alayav. § 3.8.1. is problematizing the aspect of the simultaneous occurrence of 
more than one vijfiana. As already referred to (cf. § 37, note), in principle, 
Schmithausen has admitted that dlayavijriana is to be taken as a continuous 
entity (cf. Alayav. §§ 3.4.1; 3.4.3; 3.5). Yet to back up the possibility of ascribing 
the authorship of the Initial Passage to the Early Yogacaras, he stands in need 


! To provide the whole phrase to which the formulation tasya sarvabijakasya vijfianasya 
refers; it reads as follows: yatra tat sarvabijakam vipakasamgrhitam a$srayopadatr 
Glayavijrianam sammiircchati | (as emended in Alayav. § 6.3.1; [only °grhitam has presently 
been changed to °grhitam)). 

Considering vipakasamgrhitam ("that which has been gathered/received [or: is comprised] 
as vipaka") as being primarily related to sarvabijakam, I do not share the interpretation in 
Alayav. § 3.12.1 that this line and other passages in which dlayavijfiana is conceived as 
agrayopadatr are expressing the view that dlayavijriana itself is comprised in the category of 
vipaka as only one part of the whole vipaka. This view has been adopted in Alayav. § 
3.12.1, where it is supposed to mark a historical stage in the development of the concept of 
alayavijnana. However, the tasya-passage clearly speaks of a sarvabikakam Glayavijnanam, 
thereby indicating dlayavijfianam as a basic category (rather than as a part of vipaka). 


Alayavijfiana - theory: Investigation of I. P.: Ex. 18 97 


of postulating another hypothesis. Therefore, he promotes the hypothesis that 
alayavijiana, despite being called a vijfiana and being conceived as a 
continuous one, was initially not regarded by the Yogacara philosophers as a 
proper vijfiana in the full sense of the term, but only as "hardly anything but 
Seeds (bija) hypostatized into a new, sublimal kind of mind" (Alayav.: 45). 
In this way, Schmithausen seems to believe, the introduction of dlayavijriana 
would not have offended the Abhidharma principle of non-occurrence of 
simultaneous cognitions. The Abhidharma principle regarding the non- 
occurrence of simultaneous vijfianas had been accepted by the Early Yogacaras 
in the sense that they subscribed to the view that individual cognitions must 
necessarily take place successively.! 

Though Schmithausen is aware that "the principle of non-simultaneity 
of uijfianas came to be at least formally violated when alayavijnana was 
assumed to be continuous" (Alayav.: 45), he defended the historical and 
theoretical assumptions of his interpretation of the Initial Passage by ascribing 
"a more or less distinct awareness of this difficulty", yet "a shrinking back 
from open conflict with the afore-mentioned principle" (ibid.), to the authors 
of the Basic Section of the Yogacarabhiimi. The argument is that they were not 
discussing the problem of simultaneity of several vijrianas etc. 


However, there is of course no need at all to expect such reflections, 
once the Initial Passage is regarded as a later interpolation. As has already 
been referred to (above, Ex. 12), the manner in which Schmithausen 
conceived the initial significance of Glayavijfiana would factually have 
amounted to a sort of philosophical regress for the Early Yogacaras. Also in 
the present case, Schmithausen's hypothesis that @layavijriana had initially not 
been regarded as a proper vijfiana is founded on the hypothesis that the Early 
Yogacaras were somehow not quite aware of what they were doing: as fully 
accomplished Abhidharma masters they are supposed to have introduced a 
completely new type of vijfiana, but at the same time to have shrunk back 
from realizing what they had done. This methodological principle of 
(hypothetically) ascribing theoretical inconsistencies and ambivalences to 
Yogacara scholars in order to achieve a "basis" for his own semantic 
evaluations and historical horizons has been taken resorted to on various 
occasions in Schmithausen's Alayav. Further examples could easily be quoted, 
but this would only carry me ever deeper into methodological reflections 
from which I want to desist at this point. For now it is sufficient to state that I 
do not follow Schmithausen's methodological paradigms on those occasions. 


My hermeneutical presuppositions are rather that various stages of 
exegetical development have taken shape in the form of relatively coherent 


1 In Alayav.: n. 303 (see here for full documentation), Schmithausen demonstrates the Early 
Yogacara acceptance of this principle with — among other references — the following 
quotation from Y,, 135b1f. (not at my disposal): tat (= cittam) punar ... ekaikasah pravartate, 
dvitiya-citta-sahiya-virahitatvat, sahaiva sarvacittapravartanac ca. 
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conceptual structures. Constituting relatively stable formations, these models 
represent given stages as synchronic features at different historical points 
within the tradition’s diachronic horizon. The components of a model 
received designations to indicate their technical function within a particular 
structural framework. These designations were not simply new names for 
“something old",! but technical terms (referring to specific functions), which 
could not just be moved around from one model to another. Of course, 
some notions could more easily be adopted to older frameworks than others; 
again, much depended on the context concerned and on the degree of model- 
specific structural integrity the description of a given context required.3 


Yet, taking up Schmithausen's aporia, how can we account for the fact 
that it was not in the Basic Section but first in the Viniscayasamgrahani (i.e., in 
the Proof Portion; cf. Alayav. § 3.8.2), where the necessary implications of the 
introduction of @layavijfiana were explicitly addressed, elaborated and 
scholastically defended, including the issue that, along with the concept of 
alayavijfiana, a simultaneous functioning of at least two layers of conscious- 
ness had been introduced? 

Once we no longer feel compelled to locate the introduction and initial 
development of the concept of alayavijfiana in the Basic Section, it is natural to 
regard the Viniscayasamgrahani, in accordance with the very name of this large 
treatise, as the proper place for problematizing and additionally clarifying 
topics, especially those that went along with integrating the materials 
stemming from the Samdhinirmocanasitra. The Basic Section — as we have 
learnt from Schmithausen's elaborations — contains materials of various and 
sometimes rather late layers (cf. Alayav. § 1.6.7, n. 132). There is no reason to 
assume that the Yogacara-Vijidanavadins would not have cared for a 
clarifying passage concerning the simultaneity of Glayavijfiana and (the) 
pravrttivijriana(s), if they would have felt a need to introduce such a passage 
into MauBh. Instead, in most of the cases, they seem to have limited the 
amount of introducing new materials into older contexts to the bare 
essentials just necessary for roughly updating the accepted conceptual 


! As, e.g., Schmithausen's (Alayav. § 6.8.3) devaluation of the pravrttivijfiana as "being 
merely a new designation of the traditional vijfianas” implies (cf. above, Ex. 17 [end of “ad 


(a)"}). 


2 Accordingly, with reference to the nirodhasamapatti-context, I have coined two 
expressions in order to refer to two different models: (1) the Early Yogacara ‘bi-polar bija- 
model’ and (2) the Y.-V. ‘alayavijfiana-pravrttivijfiana model of consciousness’. The names 
given to these models refer in each case to very specific features, which cannot be 
transported from one model to the other. 


3 Thus, as regards the concept of dlayavijfiana in MauBh, the Initial Passage actually 
demanded a very high degree of model-specific structural integrity of description 
(necessitating the complete replacement of one model with another). Other 
contexts of the Basic Section, in which @layavijfiana occurs (cf. Alayav. § 6), have made it 
easier to include the new concept. 
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framework: sometimes a new concept or a rephrasing; sometimes a 
redefinition, homogeneous in itself but enlarging the older structure.! 

In the case of dlayavijriana this meant, as said, that a double standard of 
interpretation had to be employed? for all the assertions that had directly or 
indirectly been affected by the general acceptance of this neologism and by 
its introduction into some contexts of the Basic Section (cf. Alayav.: n. 131). 
Therefore, it is evident, at least at the exegetical stage related to the post- 
Samdh parts of the Viniscayasamgrahani, that the Y.-V. scholars were still very 
conscious of the fact that they worked with materials which had originated at 
various points of time, and that they had to adjust themselves to the changing 
implications of the different models they had to deal with. 


We owe to Schmithausen the reference to the explicit indication of such 
an awareness with regard to different hermeneutical models on part of the 
Y.-V. scholars, but Schmithausen himself ignores the characteristic structural 
differences between these models. He consistently interprets the Initial 
Passage's ‘@layavijfiana-pravrttivijfiana model of consciousness’ in terms of 
premises corresponding to the Early Yogacara non-Mahayana ontology, and 
this he does, while inventing his own sort of a "semi-vijfiana model", that is, a 
model (if not an oxymoron)? corresponding to a modified, yet fragmentary, 
version of the ‘bi-polar bija-model'. Since, however, all the aspects of our 
nirodhasamapatti-passage (i.e., the I. P.) are geared to the ‘alayavijriana- 
pravrttivijfiana model of consciousness’, they cannot, of course, be understood 
in terms of the ‘bi-polar bija-model'. Therefore, an immense effort had to be 
(and has been) invested by Schmithausen, to arrange for the illusionary 
possibility of such an understanding, so as to save his hypothesis (cf. also 
above, pp. 81f. [Ex. 14]) conceiving his Initial Passage to constitute the 
historical moment of introducing the concept of dlayavijfiana. 


1 Alayav. § 6 provides ample evidence for various possibilities; also SCHMITHAUSEN 2000 — 
a concise, yet superb study of a particular group of interpolations into MauBh — clearly 
confirms this impression. 


2L.e., historically after the Yogacara-Vijiianavadins had started to integrate the concept into 
the Yogacarabhiimi. 


3 (Alayav. § 3.8.1): "to be sure, alayavijiiana is, in the Basic Section, hardly anything but 
Seeds (bija) hypostatized into a new, sublimal kind of mind". 


LLC THE INITIATIVE OF THE 
Samdhinirmocanasitra CONCERNING 
THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE 
CONCEPT OF @layavijnaina. 


I.C.1 INTRODUCTORY REMARKS 


48. The invalidation of Schmithausen's proposal to conceive his Initial 
Passage as the historical moment for the birth of dlayavijriana essentially 
entailed the rejection of the Early Yogacara stage of philosophical develop- 
ment as the conceptual and interpretative horizon within which d@layavijfiana 
could have been meaningfully employed. The whole Basic Section of the 
Yogactrabhiimi constitutes the philosophical realm of the Early Yogacaras (cf. § 
3), while the pertinent reflections on @layavijfiana in the Viniscayasamgrahani 
presuppose the Samdhinirmocanasitra. From a purely historical point of view 
it is thus evident that Samdh V.3 is the most likely passage to be conceived as 
the introductory locus of alayavijriana (cf. above § 21). And to conceive Samdh 
V.3 as such is, as stated above (§§ 5 & 8), indeed my thesis. 

But as a "mere plausibility" has to be turned into "historical certainty 
or at least well-founded probability" (Alayav.: 14), I shall try to demonstrate 
in the following sections that (and how) Samdh V.3 satisfies both the criteria 
of Alayav. § 1.7 —: (1) that of having been conceived in correlation to an idea- 
historical constellation where the introduction of a new concept of vijriana 
had become inevitable, and (2) that of hermeneutically rendering the name 
of dlayavijriana plausible. 

The genesis of the historical and hermeneutical results presented here 
might best be understood in terms of a slow process of differentiation: 
practically a sort of "Schmithausenian", at the outset, significantly different 
hermeneutical sensitivities gained strength in the course of time and 
inevitably led to the development of my own perceptions. For the present 
task the organization of these new perceptions had to be adapted to the 
formal requirements of Alayav. § 1.7. This led to the following procedure of 
presentation. 

I shall first look at the very general notion of alaya, then proceed to the 
specific Yogacara-Vijfianavada context. Here my hermeneutic horizon for 
understanding @layavijfiana will be refined by drawing on various post- 
Samdhinirmocanasitra sources, elucidating the notion of 4@layavijfiana in 
significant ways as a component of the dynamic @layavijriana-pravrttivijnana 
model of consciousness. One of these passages seems to hermeneutically 
adumbrate the introductory passage of @layavijfiana. This recognition leads 
me to clarify Samdh V.3 in terms of the criterion Alayav. § 1.7(2). 
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The next step is to explicate the exegetical situation reached in the 
Samdhinirmocanasitra as one that made the introduction of the concept of 
dlayavijfiana inevitable (Alayav. § 1.7(1)). In this part, Iam going to place that 
philosophical notion into the context of the broader ontological intention of 
the Samdhinirmocanasitra. Against the background of diverse and previous 
ontological Mahayana assertions, such as those scholastically formulated by 
the Madhyamikas and those to be found in BoBh's Tattvarthapatala, the 
Samdhinirmocanasitra's ontological intention stands out as one that has been 
realized in the form of a completely new philosophical system. 

My thesis: it is due to this new ontological intention that the intro- 


duction of dlayavijfiaina, being one among other components of a novel 
comprehensive model, had become inevitable. 


I.C.2 OUTLINING A HERMENEUTICAL 
HORIZON FOR THE COMPREHENSION 
OF THE PHENOMENOLOGICAL NOTION 
OF alayavijnana. 


49 Since a substantial part of the pertinent philological materials has been 
collected in Schmithausen’s monograph on Alayavijfiana, 1 shall naturally 
remain indebted to this "treasury", though expressing differences in the 
course of evaluating some common sources. There is, of course, no sense in 
reproducing a similar mass of textual data. My intention is rather to select a 
relatively limited number of significant examples from the pool of available 
materials on dlaya and @layavijriana without loosing the hermeneutic purpose 
of letting the present interpretation crystallize on the basis of well- 
documented evidence. 

For Schmithausen, two meanings of dlaya have been particularly 
important: d@laya in the sense of "clinging/sticking to", and dlaya in the sense of 
“what is clung to"/"what is stuck to". This semantic emphasis, as we have 
seen above, has certainly exercised the greatest influence on his under- 
standing of alayavijriana. 

Yet Schmithausen is also referring to dlaya's connotations of "hiding" 
and "that where (something) lies hidden" (e.g., in Alayav. § 2.7 as a con- 
notation of dlayavijfiana in contrast to praurttivijfiana). And at one point, he has 
even spoken of a "choice of the term dlayavijfiana for the latent 
continuity of mind during nirodhasamapatti’ (Alayav.: 28). It is particularly 
important to document that Schmithausen had already referred to the notion 
of latency in connection with @layavijriana. It will in fact be the condition or 
quality of being latent, i.e., of being present or existing, but not manifest or 
developed — whereby the connotation of being hidden (lat. latens, lying hid, 
concealed) is certainly not excluded —, that will subsequently be emphasized 
as the dominant connotation of dlayavijriana according to my understanding. 


50. Basically I agree with Schmithausen (cf. Alayav. § 2.10) that the notion of 
alaya embraces both active and passive, subjective and objective, aspects. And 
some of these two aspects almost correspond to what Sthiramati, in a 
technical Y.-V. context, calls hetubhava and phalabhava (MAVT 33,8f.). 

However, from early on in Buddhist literature, there are likewise 
many occurrences of dlaya as a notion which does not refer to the strongly 
emotional nuances of either "clinging to" or "what is clung to”. 

The immediate impression we get from Pali sources is that dlaya (ct. 
CPD s.v.), in mostly non-technical contexts, did primarily convey two, at first 
glance, seemingly unconnected semantic horizons: 
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(1) the sense of place, house, abode, resort, seat, etc. 
(2) the notion of attachment, affection, longing, etc. 


The question is whether it is likewise possible to reconcile the emotional and 
non-emotional connotations of dlaya, perhaps even to find some notion in 
which both aspects of meaning have coalesced? In an inquiry aiming at 
understanding those meanings to ultimately be related to a single notion, we 
might trace them back to that "place" where those sentiments, and the locus 
that is intimately associated with such sentiments, phenomenologically 
converge into a single original experience. The place offering itself as the one 
that can arguably be determined as the native place of attachment is the 
"home" or the "home-ground". 


51. In the course of reconstructing "the social and psychological resonances 
of house-imagery" in Pali literature, COLLINS (1982, chapter 5.3) has indeed 
elaborated, from an anthropological perspective, this connotation of dlaya. 
Alaya, he says, "has a simple meaning as ‘home’ or ‘abode’ in quite a literal 
sense; the extended meaning of 'attachment' is very frequent" (p. 170). 


The notion of dlaya as described by Collins has of course not been 
restricted to Pali sources. Let me here quote a non-philosophical stanza from 
the Divyavadana (ed. Cowell/Neil: 96). In all its naivety, the verse bears 
witness to the fact that dlaya, as a popular notion, has also been intrinsically 
associated with the intimately related connotations of ‘attachment’ and 
‘home (-ground)' in Buddhist didactic literature: 

Apy evatikramed velam sagaro makaralayah | 

na tu vaineyavatsanam buddho velam atikramet |/ 

"Even though transgress might beyond its coast 

The ocean — Sea-monster's [clung to] "home-ground" —, 

But of them to be taught, his dear ones most, 

Not beyond their reaches the Buddha would mount." 


52. On the basis of assuming a core connotation of a@laya to correspond to 
the semantic field of a "“home[-ground] as experiential horizon of 
attachment", it would be possible to describe various shades of this field in 
terms of the following three purely categorical branches. Alaya could denote: 


(a) a ‘home’ deprived of the dominantly sentimental notion, i.e., as 
simply a place, abode, locus, etc. for something else to reside there — e.g.: 
dipalaya, lamp-chamber'; jalalaya, 'water-reservoir'; devalaya, ‘shrine’ (abode of 
the divinity); or, in the sense of "impersonating": so anummattako ummatta- 
kalayam karoti, 'though not mad he makes himself the "home of madness" (i.e., 
‘he pretends to be mad’, as Jayawickrama translated the expression in CPD 
s.v. dlaya), etc.; 


(b) the characteristic emotions of desire, attachment, etc. alone (i.e., 
without having the dominant, though possibly an implicit or figurative, 
notion of being related to a ‘home’): e.g., khandhesu dlayam pahaya, ‘having 
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given up attachment to the skandhas';! — cf. hereto also Alayav.: ns. 142, 192, 
195; CPD s.v. alaya 2abc; DOP dlaya 2; SWTF dlaya 1+ 2 


(c) a combination of (a) and (b) in the sense of constituting the locus of 
attachments, desires, etc. — e.g.: dlayasammudita/alayarama “delighting in 
objects of attachment"; — cf. hereto Alayav.: especially ns. 202, 203, 204 for a 
discussion and further references. 


53. After relating the notion of attachment (clinging/what is clung to) to 
that of a place/ground/abode,?_ the metaphor of a “home-ground" is capable 
of denoting a fairly encompassing range of non-technical associations that 
may be useful, in a preliminary sense, to prepare a subsequent more technical 
understanding of of connotations involved. 


‘Mother's home’ (matalaya, Jataka II: 40), or, less specifically, just a 
home[-ground], is the archetypal image, so to speak, for being there 
where one originally belongs to in well-being and security, as well as 
for feelings of longing to be there (again) and for those of 
attachment to it. And even desires in general — as also the semantic 
range of dlaya seems to suggest — are, psychologically seen, 
ultimately related to the desire of securing a home (-ground) for 
oneself. One's home is the place of one's own, a place one identifies 
with, which one defends, and where one is peacefully at rest; but only 
to go forth to act in order to bring something home for the sake of 
keeping it up or, better still, enriching it, i.e., potentializing it by 
bringing ever more things home. 
In this way, a home(-ground) implies both a state of being there at 
rest ("latency") and a place of resource ("potentials"); 

— and as a ‘home(-ground) of attachment it is both 
(1) the source (or motivating cause, hetu) on account of which 
attachment arises for things found suitable (be they material or 
mental) to be assimilated to it (as phala), and 
(2) the locus (of identification) to which one is attached. 


! With the contextually very probable implication: ‘having given up being attached to the 
skandhas as home-ground for personal identification’. 


2 This notion has also been recognized as a connotation of @laya by Schmithausen in 
Alayav.: n. 138. In fact, popular, if not the most frequent, translations of dlayavijfiana, such 
as "connaissance-réceptacle” and "store-house consciousness” seem to clumsily refer to only 
this aspect of alaya. 


3. Cf. also COLLINS 1982: 166 for associated references to "Freudian psychoanalysis”, “Martin 
Buber's religious and poetic imagination", Mircea Elide's "synthetic enthusiasm" and the 
"reconstructions of western scientific and literary imagination made by the French critic 
Gaston Bachelard". 
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It is this broader spectrum of adumbrations that may retain 
some useful validity when trying to understand dlaya as a member of the 
compound 4@layavijfiana — although, of course, in a technically much more 
refined and specific sense. 


54. To give a specific Bauddha turn to the semantic field of alaya as "home- 
ground”,! it is necessary to recall its essential negativity in the Buddhist 
context. Already in the Suttanipata the negativity of the various dlayas forms a 
pair with that of the asravas (pa. assava): to be cut off to achieve freedom (Sn 
535). That is, even without being syntactically associated with an explicitly 
negative attribute, the notion of dlaya is one that is antagonistic to the general 
Buddhist telos, as we also gather from the emphasis placed on being home- 
less (anagarika) and on being without attachments (alobha, etc.). Sentimental- 
ities attached to the notion of “home[-ground]" (laya) receive a very low 
esteem. 
The term anokam, which signifies the state of homelessness (cf., e.g. SN 

V: 24: oki anokam a@gamma), is being glossed by the term andlaya (cf. CPD s.v. 
analaya: anokam vuccati analayo). But while okam is primarily associated with the 
sense of ‘dwelling’, dlaya keeps its connotation of ‘attachment’: 

okam vuccati paricakamagunalayo 

",.. the home [as dwelling], that is, the home-ground 

consisting in the five qualities of sensual attractions, ..." 

(for kama, cf. Alayav.: n. 201). 


When dlaya is identified with the five qualities of sensual attraction 
(parica kamagunah), this does not so much refer to individual objects of 
attachment, but rather to the totality of sensual attractions. An ordinary 
person's home may represent such a totality on the individual level, yet 
supra-individually, be it collectively or cosmologically, the totality of 
samsara is what constitutes alaya. This has been perceptively illustrated by 
some of Schmithausen's quotations in Alayav. : ... dlayo ti parfica kama-guna, 
sakalam eva va vattam; or: dlaye patica-kamaguna-sankhate sakala-vatthu-kama- 
sankhate bhavattaya sankhate va (Alayav.: n. 203, see further here). 


55. Contrary to the intrinsic negativity of dlaya, the notion of andlaya ex- 
cites a sense of felicity of the highest order. Thus, when the Buddha is made 
to say: 


analayani ca vo desissimi analayagaminfi ca maggam — (SN IV: 372) 
"I will show to you that [state] which is no home-ground 
and the way leading to that [state] which is no home-ground" 


1In the following the notion of "home-ground" is employed with the strong connotations 
of what would more elaborately (but then pleonastically) be designated by a metaphor 
such as “home-ground of attachment", a metaphor referring to a ground as origin of 
attachment, as locus of attachment, and as field structured by a plethora of attachments. 
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the term andlaya has certainly gained a much more sublime significance than 
the negation of a ‘home’ in the ordinary sense (as when speaking of leaving 
home for homelessness, i.e., becoming a renunciate). Referring to a state in 
which nothing within the whole of samsara, within the whole spectrum of 
conditioned existence, is taken as 'home-ground', andlaya is here employed as 
a semantic adumbration of nirvina/nibbana. Accordingly, at Vin I: 10, the locus 
classicus of canonical descriptions of the four Truths, the third Truth is 
described as follows : 


idam kho pana bhikkhave dukkha-nirodham ariyasaccam 

yo tassa yeva tanhaya asesaviraga-nirodho cago patinissaggo 

mutti analayo (Vin 1.6.20) 

"And this, monks, is the cessation of distress as noble truth: 

it is that which with regard to just that craving (as described 
along with the second truth) is the total cessation of affectionate 
attachment, it is renunciation, surrender, release and being 
without a home-ground.” 


From the context it is clear that what hereby has been meant to have ceased to 
operate as 'home-ground', for attachment to originate and exercise its 
function, is the whole of samsara, and whatsoever aspired historical mode of 
achievement, as a possible telos for the sake of securing fulfilment. 

In contrast to fundamentally preserving exactly this connotation of 
analaya as such, the technical notions contextually associated with the state of 
analaya have changed in course of scholastic developments. Thus, centuries 
later, the Y.-V. scholar Sthiramati speaks about the dharmakaya of the Buddhas 
as a state that is present after their psycho-existential basis (aSraya = 
alayavijriana) has become transmuted; but he does likewise identify that state 
as one where any home-ground of attachment is absent (... asraya- 
paravrttyatmakah [...] analaya iti buddhanam dharmakayah [MAVT 191,5]). There 
can be little doubt here, as well, that the totality of samsara is meant to have — 
become extinguished as a teleological horizon with all its attractive 
obnoxiousness. 


56. Yet, in the meantime, a significant change of interpreting the concept of 
alaya had occurred — at least for the Yogacara-Vijfianavadins after Asanga, 
who may probably be counted to belong to one of the first, if not to the first, 
generation of Y.-V. scholars.! The explicit textual evidence problematizing 


1 If, also according to Schmithausen (Alayav.: 185), the possibility that Asanga himself 
participated in the compilation of the Yogdacarabhiimi cannot be excluded, reference is 
necessarily made to the post-Samdh exegetical stage of Y. In view of the wholesale (and, 
probably, immediate) assimilation of Samdh into the Vini$cayasamgrahani, one may assume 
this stage to represent (one of) the first generation(s) of Y.-V. scholars. 

On the other hand, it is still not quite clear how the exegetical differences between 
VinSg and other early Y.-V. texts have to be explained in terms of a historical horizon. For 
example, if Asanga had a hand in compiling VinSg and is, at the same time, considered to 
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this issue stems from MSgr I.13. Three interpretations as current among the 
Sravakas are enumerated at this place; but each of these is discarded for 
reasons of logical inconsistency (from the Y.-V. point of view) — only to pave 
the way for an acceptance of comprehending 4laya in the sense it has in the 
compound of dlayavijfiana. And we note that the interpretation being 
promoted by Asanga is not just a fourth interpretative version as a mere 
alternative to the other ones. It stands in contrast to a mode of understanding 
alaya, which the rejected three interpretations do have in common. My 
preliminary translation of dlaya with the metaphor of 'home-ground' seems to 
be quite suitable to illustrate this difference. 

All three Sravakayana interpretations implied the notion of a "home- 
ground" as something lying extrinsic to the (experientially non-thematic 
or pre-reflective) individual psychic continuum (santati), that is, these 
interpretations implied a "“home-ground" to which attachment as a 
specifically thematic expression of the psychic continuum could relate. And 
this relation has been critically investigated by the Sravakas (according to 

MSegr 1.13)! 


(a) in view of its objective aspect 

(i.e., @laya as upadanaskandhah : the dharmas pertaining to 

the five aggregates of existential factors subjected to processes 
of assimilation/assimilation have collectively been critically 
thematized by the Sravakas as the "home-ground" to which 
attachment is ordinarily extended) 


be the author of MSgr, how then to handle the exegetical differences between these text, 
e.g., with regard to the notion of dlayavijfiana? A possibility — one which Alayav.: 189 
seems to envisage — would be to regard the name "Asanga” as a label given retrospectively 
to a whole group of Y.-V. scholars comprising perhaps even more than one generation (for 
recent reflections on Asanga, see also KRITZER 1999: 5-18). However the details of the 
historical scenario be, practically speaking, "Asanga" refers to the embodiment of the first 
accessible Y.-V. scholarship reflecting the post-Samdh philosophical premises. 

Given his legendarily good connections to the future Buddha, it could perhaps not 
even be altogether excluded that Asanga has also had a hand in composing the 
Samdhinirmocanasitra. 


1 MSer 1.13.2: yan kha cig ni bcom Idan ‘das kyis skye dgu kun gii la kun tu dga’ ba Zes rgya 
cher 

(a) gan gsuns pa de la fie bar len pa’i phun po Ina po dag ni kun gzi Zes 

bya'o sfiam du sems so | 

(b) gZan dag ni bde ba‘i tshor ba ‘dod chags dan bcas pa ni kun gZi‘o 

sfiam du sems so | 

(c) gZan dag ni ‘jig tshogs la lta ba kun gZi’o sfiam du sems te | 


Tr — Again, regarding the Buddha's [assertion] 

“sentient beings delight in alaya" etc., some think with respect to the asserted 

(a) that alaya refers to the upadanaskandhas; 

(b) others think that @laya refers to the pleasant feeling-tone associated with 
affectionate attachment (raga); 

(c) others think that dlaya refers to satkayadrsti. 


108 Samdh's Initiative: Hermeneutical Horizon 


(b) in view of its functional aspect of relating 

(i.e., @laya in the sense of attachment itself, defined as a satisfactory 
feeling associated with affectionate attachment (raga) —: 

while implying a locus as the telos for longing, that is, a 
psychological “home-ground", the function of emotionally 

relating to it is likewise named 4laya and as such a critical focus 

of the Sravakas), 


(c) in view of its aspect of relating to one's "home-ground" as basis of 
personal identity by dogmatically regarding it as something really 
existing, here expressed by identifying dlaya with satkayadrsti 

(— hereby we need to remember the general phenomenological 
equivalence: satktya = upadanaskandha (e.g., AKBh 281,21 [ad AK 

V.7]) = loka (e.g., AK 1.8)). 


But while for the Sravakas dlaya constituted something thematically 
actualized as the object pole! of intentional consciousness (i.e., as that 
which could appear in cognitive experiences), it was, for the school around 
Asanga, the "subject pole" as the thematically non-actualized, yet 
conditionally motivating, underground of experience that had to be identi- 
fied with dlaya (as the whole first chapter of MSgr extensively elaborates). 
Accordingly, the dlaya in the compound Glayavijfiana was not anymore 
thematized as the object of attachment, or as exerted attachment itself, 
but it was rather conceived as the source of attachment to objects and to 
"itself" (as experientially non-thematic "pole" of identification),? all the while 
retaining its negativity. 

In this way, MSgr I.13 constitutes a valuable document reflecting 
diverse possibilities of how dlaya was, and could, hermeneutically be 
understood in various scholastic circles, while Y.-V. scholars consciously 
excluded the traditional modes of thematizing dlaya as being pertinent for a 
proper understanding of the notion of dlaya in the concept of dlayavijriana. 


57. In accordance with the traditional requirements, Asanga does not 
problematize dlayavijfiana as a newly introduced concept to be defended, but 
as a hermeneutic problem that is concerned with the proper interpretation of 


1 Cf. also Alayav.: n. 192. 


2 However, dlaya's connotations of ‘attachment’ and ‘locus of attachment’ do not completely 
disappear from sight in the context of dlayavijfiana. Particularly when people in self- 
reflection are deemed by Yogacara-Vijiidnavadins to mistake as "self" what is in fact the 
alayavijnana, both the notion of attachment and that of its locus are semantically recalled as 
being related to the notion of @laya. Still, there is a significant difference on the 
phenomenological level, insofar as alayavijfiana, unlike the skandhas, is never manifest as a 
concrete intentional object to which attachment is extended. In fact, the very Y.-V. 
awareness of dlayavijfiana as a psychological phenomenon has also had the function of 
counteracting the perception of a self. Cf. below § 59, note. 
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a traditional term. In MSgr I.11, he had quoted some canonical passages 
containing the expression @laya, then (1.13) to express his serious concern 
about the hermeneutic inadequacy of the Sravakayana 
interpretation. 

Leaving aside Asanga's (intentional or unintentional) failure to 
properly account for a historical dimension, he is certainly demonstrating 
that the tradition which he represented has not used the concepts employed 
in a semi-conscious way.! Those materials, which had been collected by 
Schmithausen to account for the typical "Buddhist sense" of dlaya and to 
investigate their applicability to the Initial Passage (cf. Alayav. §§ 2.9-10), had 
also been critically reflected by Asanga and found inappropriate. Of course, 
Asanga argued exegetically and showed how the typical "Buddhist sense" 
(for him the Sravakayana interpretation) failed to provide an understanding 
of the notion of dlaya that was, as he thought, called for to correctly grasp the 
canonical utterances containing it. And he rejected the traditional 
interpretations in order to offer the notion of dlayavijfiana as the solution for 
the exegetical problems upon which he had focused. It is deeply interesting 
that, similar to Asanga in MSgr 1.13, Schmithausen finally rejects (Alayav. § 
2.12) the traditional Buddhist sense of dlaya to account for the meaning of 
dlayavijriana in his Initial Passage.? 


! As has been pointed out (in Ex. 18), one of Schmithausen's important assumptions to 
support the validity of his interpretation of his Initial Passage is that the Early Yogacaras 
were not quite conscious about certain issues when they were introducing dlayavijriana as a 
new concept (cf. Alayav. §§ 2.13.6; 3.8.1). Asanga's acute perceptions reflecting the notion 
of alaya in the term Glayavijnana in explicit contrast to the previously traditional Buddhist 
sense of dlaya definitely contradict Schmithausen's assumption. To explain Asanga's 
reflections as irrelevant for the Initial Passage, while referring to the latter's historical 
priority, would take a merely postulated priority already for granted as a fact. In my view, 
Asanga’'s efforts rather demonstrate the traditional reality with regard to the introduction of 
major new concepts: they could not just sneak into some texts, but the intentional forces 
that stood behind their introduction had to mobilize considerable skills to back them up. 
And this is exactly what is happening in VinSg and MSgr with regard to dlayavijfana. 
Traditionally personified it is the (collective or individual) figure of Asanga that initially 
stands for these efforts. Cf. also above § 56, note 1. 


2 Rejecting in Alayav. §§ 2.9ff. the various traditional options of understanding dlaya as 
applicable, Schmithausen finally takes recourse to the Samkhya system of thought as the 
inspirational source of his Initial Passage. Specifically, in Alayav. § 2.12, Schmithausen 
refers to Samkhya philosophemes thematizing "the contrast between latency and 
manifestation, between the disappearance and emergence of physical as well as psychic 
phenomena" as the model for the contrast between dlayavijfiana and praorttivijfiana in the 
Inititial Passage. | 

To me Schmithausen's suggestion concerning the "probability of Safkhya 
influence" appears acceptable, though, in a more general sense, as an influence on the 
development of the Y.-V. ‘Glayavijriana-pravrttivijiana model of consciousness’. Thus 
Schmithausen's account of a Samkhya influence on the development of the concept of 
alayavijnana almost constitutes a sort of historical correlate to what Asanga (MSgr I.13) 
could only explain as a hermeneutical difference. 
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58. Proceeding now from this preliminary understanding of @layato a 
technical comprehension of the notion of @layavijriana, I shall try to prepare a 
hermeneutical horizon for evaluating Samdh V.3 by first looking at some 
post-Samdh explanations of the concept. Such post-Samdh scholastic 
reflections do, and have to, form part of our own modern prestructure of 
understanding dlayavijfiana.' In part, they do already reflect a hermeneutical 
development of understanding the concept. But hardly in every respect: just 
because they explicitly document certain aspects of implicit (and oral) 
understanding, they do not necessarily always document a hermeneutical 
development in the proper sense. Of course, as exponents of a living 
tradition stressing its homogeneous continuity, rather than historical 
discontinuities, Y.-V. authors hardly inform us when they are innovative. 
Still, rather than rejecting them and dogmatically explaining the semantic 
correctness of a modern, historically informed, interpretation as also being 
necessarily hermeneutically superior to theirs, I will carefully engage them. 
A comprehensive account of all the functions of Glayavijriana is not intended 
here, nor can we expect that all the descriptive details emphasized in the 
selected examples of interpretation are directly related to its introductory 
passage. But, apart from providing what are nevertheless valuable 
demonstrations of this concept's functional connotations, they will then serve 
asa contrastive horizon against which the hermeneutical account that 
is related to Samdh V.3 is apt to stick out with greater clarity. 


599. Asconcerns the Y.-V. interpretation of the concept of dlayavijriana, it is 
not particularly surprising with regard to an Indian philosophical tradition 
to observe that, in general, a fairly homogeneous manner of understanding 
its fundamental significance is obtained. Therefore, even without investing 
Schmithausen's Initial Passage with a specifically conceived historical priority, 
we can draw upon the evidence we have already gained in the course of 
reinterpreting it on basis of recognizing the ‘dlayavijnana-pravritivijnana model 
of consciousness’ to constitute its foundation. 

The main attribute of comprising the bijas pointed to alayaviyriana — 
while forming a contrast to pravrttivijfiana — as constituting a ‘latency’; 


1 The impression on part of the reader is correct, if s/he senses behind this and some of the 
following reflections a methodological influence of the hermeneutic theories as initially 
developed by H.-G. Gadamer in his Wahrheit und Methode. 


2 Alayavijfiana is frequently associated with the attribute sarvabijakam, which also occurs in 
almost every Glayavijfiana-passage in the Basic Section. Accompanying his collection of 
these passages in Alayav. § 6, Schmithausen has extensively commented on this aspect. 
Independent of one's historical evaluation of these and similar passages, it is evident that, as 
a consciousness associated with all potentialities, alayavijnana is here phenomenologically 
conceived as "the existential basis consisting in potentialities" (bijaSraya; Y 4,10, 6,6, 7,6, etc; 
cf. also Alayav. § 6.1.1f., n. 794). Apart from describing it as the resultant consequence 
(vipaka, cf. below § 60) of previous delight in proliferations of intentional actualizations, Y 
4,11f. explicitly characterizes this sarvabijakam vijfianam as a condition that is non- 
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actualized (nirvrttah). That is, as an attribute of sarvabijakam Glayavijfianam, nirortta 
complements avyakrta ("unexplicit"), the attribute of vipaka. 

To supplement these informations: determining sarva as referring to the basic 
categories comprising all dharmas, the Abhidharmasamuccaya (ASg 19,13) describes bija in 
terms of vasana ("impregnated propensity"), when it defines sarvabijakam alayavijfianam as 
being “imbued with the impregnated propensities of the aggregates of psychophysical 
factors, of the fundamental [cognitive] constituents and of the perceptual dimensions" 
(skandhadhatvayatana-vasana-paribhavitam). Clarifying the connotation of bija in the term 
sarvabijakam ASBh 11,10 says: "{@layavijfiana is called] ‘associated with all potentialities’ on 
account of being joint with the potentialities for the arisal of exactly those aggregates of 
psychophysical factors, etc." (sarvabijakam tesam eva skandhadinam utpattibijair yuktatvat). 
As mentioned before (§ 57, note), to the question whether the notion of alaya as such, i.e., 
whether its "meaning, at least the primary meaning, rather reflects an influence from 
some other, non-Buddhist tradition" (Alayav. § 2.12), Schmithausen answered affirmatively 
with a particular reference to the notions of laya and pralaya in Sankhya tradition. 


Defining Jaya as "dissolution, absorption, merging, rest", P. L. Sharma (1992) 
summarizes: "Samkhya and Vedanta systems of philosophy have emphasised the view that 
dissolution does not mean annihilation or non-existence, and that it only implies merging in 
the source, to be followed by re-emerging. Thus dissolution is not an opposite, but a 
complementary of creation.” (385). Sharma differentiates between the metaphysical 
employment of laya in descriptions of macrocosmic processes of creation and dissolution 
and its employment on an individual ("microcosmic") level. In the latter case, laya may 
refer to, e.g., deep sleep, fainting and to states where the urttis of mind are inactivated. 


While the Bauddhas kept clear of any "substantialist presupposition” (Alayav. § 
2.12), and while they, in phenomenological respects, greatly refined the concept's range of 
functional connotations, it is difficult to resist the assumption (following Schmithausen's 
intuition) that they did indeed coin the basic contrast between a latent consciousness and 
actualized states of consciousness in analogy to existing models employing (-)laya to denote 
the non-manifest correlate of manifested forms of experience. 


| Asa "latent consciousness", dlayavijfiana remarkably preserved the complex connotations 
of dlaya as a "home-ground", although in a way that is radically different from the 
Sravakayana notion of dlaya. 


(1) Alayavijfiana's function of an "active exertion" of attachment is not a voluntary 
act reflectively controlled by the rapidly fluctuating desires of a personal consciousness. It 
is the involuntary process of attaching to itself a psychophysical basis of personal existence. 
This function is expressed by terms denoting the assimilation, or appropriation, of an 
existential basis (@Srayopadana), or that of a basis-of-personal-existence (atmabhavopadana, 
atmabhavaparigraha; cf. hereto Schmithausen's excellent note Alayav.: n. 1477). In the 
context of Y 4,9ff., alayavijfiana is explicitly designated as the agent of this existential form 
of "attachment", that is, as aSrayopadatr (cf. also Alayav.: 114, n. 796). However, the specific 
technical conception of this kind of "attachment" had become too specific to be still directly 
associated with the term dlaya. The activity denoted by upadana was not considered to fall 
within Glaya's range of semantic connotations. Qua hermeneutic etymology’ (nirukti) it was 
rather associated with adanavijnana (cf. ASBh 11,13: ..... atmabhavopadanad adanavijrianam). 
We will return to the notion of adanavijnana below. 


(2) Likewise, when dlayavijfiana forms the "locus" of attachment, it is a very specific 
"locus": it actually remains intangible and non-objectified, even (and especially) when 
conceived as "self" in the sense of constituting the basis of personal identity. Identification 
rather takes place with the notions and concepts (e.g., that of a self) arising from 
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Another notion intimately associated with the condition that 
characterizes dlayavijfiana is that of vipaka, designating the state of a 
‘maturation’, or, not least in Y.-V contexts, rather that of a ‘heterogeneous 
repotentialization’. [see Ex. 19] 


60. On the one hand, vipaka "primarily [...] refers to the result of karman" 
(Alayav.: n. 374),1_ on the other hand — as characteristic expressions such as 
sarvabij(ak)o vipikah and sarvabijakam vipakavijrianam already indicate — it is 
regularly, and of course not only in the Y.-V. context, associated with the 
notion of bija, which describes the state of vipaka as a potential one. What 
vipaka thereby constitutes as a result of karman is not so much the maturation 
of karman as a fully developed and manifested quality of experience, but 
rather the condition in which particular potentials (bya) have become 
"recharged" on account of a previous exertion of intentional actions. As such 
a repotentialized condition, vipaka is not experientially unfolded to any 
specific detail. Accordingly, vipaka is frequently characterized as "unexplicit" 
or "indeterminate" (avyakrta)? in the sense of being not one-sidedly 
determined as either kuSala or akuSala. Yet, although being a repotentialized 
state of only virtual experiences, vipaka is not conceived as a homogeneous 
and undifferentiated mass, but as a formation of heterogeneous character. 
Vasubandhu considers the term vipaka itself to suggest this heterogeneity, 
when he says (AKBh 89,27; AKVy 212,13f.): 

visadrsah pako vipakah 

"le préfix vi indique différence. Le vipaka est un paka, un fruit, 

dissemblable (visadrSa) de sa cause.” (Koga I: 272).3 


Glayavijriana. Nevertheless, the general notion of an attachment of sentient beings to 
dlayavijriana as the "home-ground” of personal identity could still be hermeneutically 
associated with the semantic connotation of dlaya- itself, as will be exemplified below. 

Yet this phenomenological aspect of perceiving Glayavijriana as the personal 
"ground" of continued egological identity (@tmadrsti), to be clung to as their self 
(atmasneha) by ordinary beings, was also subjected to further theoretical developments. 
These led to the conception of an additional layer of consciousness distinct from both 
alayavijriana and praorttivijiana. But this development — the conception of the notion of 
klistam manah — is not yet indicated in the Samdhinirmocanasitra and will therefore not be 
treated within the present framework of discussion. 


1 For example, ASBh 11, 11f.: parvakarmanirmitatvad vipakavijfianam; see further Alayav.: n. 
374. 


2 E.g., AK IL57a: vipako ‘vyakrto dharmah. In the words of Schmithausen: “vipdka is by 
necessity subsumed under the (wider!) category of avyakrta" (Alayav.: 154; see further here 
and Alayav.: ns. 971ff., 402.1b, etc.). 


3 That is, for Vasubandhu the prefix vi- of vipaka indicates dissimilarity. La Vallée Poussin's 
translation incorporates YaSomitra's commentary in which this dissimilarity has been 
explained as one between explicit intentional (= experiential) qualities that served as cause 
(hetu) to produce a result in the form of vipaka, which, in its turn, is unexplicit (avyakrta): 
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While Vasubandhu's analysis of the term vipaka seems to reflect a basic 
attitude with regard to the notion as such, the various perceptions of the 
implications regarding the functional dynamics related to vipaka were school- 
specific and will be ignored in this discussion.! 

However, vipaka is not invariably associated with only the result-aspect 
(phala); it may likewise denote the action that leads to this result. 
Reflecting such an understanding of vipaka, Vasubandhu (AKBh 25,12f.) 
explains it as virtually referring to both ‘repotentialization as a process’ 
(vipacyata iti vipaka, AKVy 69,32 based on AKBh) and 'repotentialization as an 
accomplished state’ (phalam tu vipaktir eveti vipakah, AKBh 25,12f. = AKVy 
69,33). The particular context employing vipaka has to determine which of 
those aspects is functionally valid in the given case. 

To link up these reflections with a major Y.-V. context: commenting on 
Tr 2cd (where @layavijfia@na is supplied with the attributes of vipaka and 
sarvabijaka), Sthiramati provides a concise definition of vipaka in which this 
term occurs twice. The first vipaka refers to a state (-tva) achieved through, or 
resulting from, a previous process of repotentialization, the second one 
simply to the result as defined in this way (hence: vipaka ~ bija ~ Glayavijriana). 
The aspect of heterogeneity has likewise been prominently emphasized. 
TrBh *7,17f.: 


sarvadhatugatiyonijatisu kusalakusalakarmavipakatvad vipakah | 
"It is [called] 'Heterogeneous Repotentialization', because it is the 
state [resulting from] repotentializing the [specifically] adequate and 


inadequate intentional acts [as previously executed] in every sphere 
of cognitive constitution, mode of existence, matrix and social caste." 


61. Inthe same context in which Sthiramati had defined vipaka, the notion 
of alaya is likewise hermeneutically explained. Although it has been a 
common Y.-V. method of elucidating the meaning of dlaya in this way, there 
are significant variations of applying it. TrBh *7,12ff. proceeds in a threefold 
manner as follows: 

(1) alayakhyam ity dlayavijfianasamjriakam yad vijfianam sa 

vipakaparinamah | 

— first, the consciousness conceived as a latent condition (@laya) is 

identified with the state of heterogeneous repotentialization (vipaka). Here, 


visadrsah paiko vipaka iti. hetor visadrsam phalam ity arthah. hetur hi vyakrta eva. phalam tu 
avyakrtam eveti (AKVy 212,13ff.). 

However, as Vasubandhu's elaborations following his interpretation of the term 
vipaka demonstrate, vipaka is also "heterogeneous" as regards its consistency in terms of the 
"karmic materials" it comprises. 


! Lamotte's introduction to his edition and translation of KSi provides a general overview. 
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alaya is defined as a state that technically is called phalabhava. In Tr the state of 
vipaka corresponds to a particular transformative stage of consciousness. ! 

(2) tac ca sarvasamKklesika-dharma-bija-sthanatvad alayah | 

Glayah sthanam iti paryayau | 

— next, alaya is described as a basic possibility of getting established 
(sthana): insofar as it is the sthana for all the potentialities of the dharmas 
(“states of consciousness" = noemata)* pertaining to the whole context of 
psychic dysfunctionality (samKlesika) [see Ex. 20], it is an @laya. Latency (@laya) 
and sthana are “quasi-synonyms", that is, semantic adumbrations (pary@ya) of 
each other. Though it might be tempting to conceive sthana hereby as nothing 
but the place/abode of the bijas, since this connotation has indeed been one of 
the (pre-Y.-V.) traditional meanings of alaya, I prefer to interpret the meaning 
of sthana to be more directly related to the Y.-V. understanding of dlaya as 


1 The Trimsikakarika's notion of vipakaparinama, designating one of Vasubandhu's three 
stages of consciousness processes, designed to explain the continuity of "samsaric" 
processes, is not specifically relevant for our present concern. 


2 While the direction of the horizon in which the meaning of dharma, as the 
phenomenological correlate of manas/manovijfiana, may be determined has been indicated 
in the parentheses, I have generally refrained from translating the term. 

Though any dharma as an observable quality —i.e., as distinguished from 
dharma in the sense of “Buddhist doctrine/teaching", etc. — necessarily constitutes an 
object, or better a (noematic) reference point, of consciousness (AK II.62c: adlambanam 
sarvadharmah), it requires a particular attitude to "see things" in terms of dharmas. 

In Abhidharma, also that which is ordinarily not perceived as an “object of mind", 
but rather constitutes that structure — ie., in form of feelings, notions, psychological 
conditioning factors — through which objects are perceived, is conceived as being 
discernible as dharmas (cf. Y 11,11f.; Traité 642£f.). Access to the state/stage where dharmas 
properly appear as @lambana is attained through a gradually refined technique of 
observation that is well-known as smrtyupasthana (cf., e.g., SCHMITHAUSEN 1976; GETHIN 
1992: 29-68; Traité II: 1121ff., 1150ff.). Once attained, this sphere of observation is to be 
ever more stabilized, totalized (AK VI.16ab), and kept “pure” in the sense of trying not to 
get involved with any of those dharmas, which are observed, as offering an horizon for 
anticipations of intentional fulfilment (cf. also SCHMITHAUSEN 1986: 212 on raga as the 
main factor preventing smrtyupasthana). 

In this way, while being "phenomenologically reduced”, so to speak, to this sphere 
where what constitutes the reference points of moments of cognitive experience is 
perceived as dharmas, subtle refinements conducive to liberation from samsara take place. 
Crucial is, according to AK VI.25d, the event designated as anasrava dharmaksantih, where 
anticipations extended to the horizon of any dharmas representing mundane becoming are 
completely suspended, at least temporarily. 

However, this study is not the place to elaborate the cognitive space in which the 
dharmas, as pure reference points, fulfil their important, typically Buddhist, epistemological 
and soteriological function. While intending to so in the near future, I merely wished to 
preliminarily indicate that the term noema — referring in E. Husserl's phenomenology to 
the percept in a particular sphere of observation gained access to via a "phenomenological 
reduction” — may turn out as a suitable candidate to be technically employed in the context 
of Abhidharma (which according to Vasubandhu, AK I.2, is a "pure science", anasrava 
prajna). 


Samdh's Initiative: Hermeneutical Horizon 115 


‘latency’. It would not be particularly meaningful to postulate a close 
semantic relationship between the notions of "abode" and "latency". Yet, to 
conceive sthana as denoting the "basic possibility of establishment"! would 
provide a directly significant semantic adumbration of dlaya. It would 
furthermore underline the aspect of dlayavijfiana that is emphasized here by 
means of referring to its nature of consisting in bijas: the aspect of hetubhava. 


(3) atha valtyante upanibadhyante ‘smin sarvadharmah 
karyabhavena | tad valiyate upanibadhyate karanabhavena 
sarvadharmesv ity alayah | 


— finally, dlaya, as latent state, is thematized in terms of standing in a 
dynamic relationship to actualized states of consciousness (dharma). 
Yet, the characterization of this relationship is subordinated to the intention 
of providing a gloss on the meaning of dlaya, again qua hermeneutic etymo- 


1 Sthana and its antonym asthana are often used to refer to the basic possibility/ 
impossibility of things to occur or to get established (cf. DaSo, p. 57 [and 57n. 1]: sthana, 
"grundlegende Bedingung”). Thus TRIPATHI 1962: 183 [Nidanasamyukta-fragment: 22. 16a]: 
tad bata anyatrasparsat pratisamvedayisyanti | nedam sthanam vidyate, translates “die 
Moglichkeit, daB sie Empfindungen haben kénnten auBer durch Beriihrung, gibt es nicht". 
Cf. also CPD s.v. atthana ([b] “impossibility"); BHSD s.v. asthana/sthana ("possibility / 
impossibility"); SWTF s.v. asthana ([3] "Unmdglichkeit"). 

YaSomitra glosses sthana/asthana with the antonyms sambhava/asambhava and 
provides the reflection that, unlike a man, a woman is not liable to become Brahman as an 
example of asthana; subsequently, the ‘cessation of suffering’ is adduced as a case 
illustrating the basic possibility of something to come about (sthana): sambhavah sthanam 
asambhavo ‘sthanam iti. atha va asthanam anavakago yah stri brahmatvam karayisyati. sthanam 
etat purusa iti. tatha sthanam etad yad duhkhasya nirodha iti (AKVy 643,8ff.). 

When Sthiramati glosses sthana/asthana by the same terms and speaks of a 
“prudence” (kausalya) with regard to sthana and asthana (MAVT 150,15f.: tatkausalyam 
sthanasthanakausalyam), he essentially refers to a power (bala), which also occurs as one 
among the ten cognitive powers (jfa@nabala) of a Buddha; cf. MN I: 69f.; Vibh 335f.; 
AVinSN 260ff.; BoBhp 265f.; PrBuSASS, chpt. 20; AKVy 642f. ad AK VII.28c; Traité III: 
1506ff., 1524ff. 

Sthiramati did so after glossing sthana/asthana by the terms hetu/ahetu (MAVT 
150,11). Such a causal association is likewise implied when Vasubandhu quotes the phrase 
tribhih sthanaih kamaraiganusayasyotpado bhavati (AKBh 376,16) and sthana essentially 
connotates karana; cf. introductory phrase to AK V.34 to which already LA VALLEE 
POUSSIN (Koga VI: 263n. 2) referred. 

In the light of this background information — which does not exhaust the meanings 
of sthana, but merely intends to substantiate that the function of sthana to designate the 
“basic possibility of establishment" clearly pertains to its semantic range — it is possible to 
understand a passage in Sthiramati's commentary on Vasubandhu's Paricaskandhaka, which 
is closely related to the TrBh-passage we are presently concerned with. Here Sthiramati 
directly equates “sarvabijalaya and *samklesikadharmasthanatva when he says : 

sa bon thams cad kyi kun Zi nid ni kun nas rion mons pa’i chos kyi 

gnas nid do \\ (PSkU 53b1) 

"the latency consisting in all potentialities refers to the basic possibility 

of establishment for the dharmas pertaining to the whole context 

of psychic dysfunctionality”. 
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logy: by force of the semantic context, @-Vii, the verbal root of dlaya, is skilfully 
endowed with the intended meaning that is suitable to indicate the 
significance of alaya in the present context. Thus the verbal action characteriz- 
ing the dlayavijfiana-pravrttivijfiana correlation is here expressed by the 3rd 
singular and plural formations 4liyate and aliyante, which may, clearly also in 
the Y.-V. context, denote a "clinging to, being attached to" (as when sentients 
beings are attached to dlayavijfiana as their "home-ground" of personal 
identity; see below). But here it does not, of course, say that actualized 
dharmas exert an activity of clinging to, or of feeling attached to, this 
alayavijnana. The passage may be taken as saying that all the dharmas have 
become “attached to" this latency in the sense of having merged into it 
as their effected state (karyabhava = vipaka). Here Glaya's connotation of latency 
has been verbalized; the verbal notion of achieving the condition of being latently 
present has been expressed: the dharmas get to be latently present (@ltyante) in 
the latent consciousness. Reciprocally, Glayavijfiana, containing all the 
potentialities, is the causal condition (karanabhava) for all actualized states of 
consciousness; and as such it is latently present in each of them. 


To provide Sthiramati's delineation of dlaya as an integral whole: 
alayakhyam ity dlayavijfianasamjrakam yad vijhanam sa vipaka- 
parinamah | tac ca sarvasimKlesika-dharma-bija-sthanatvad alayah | 
alayah sthanam iti paryayau | 
atha valtyante upanibadhyante ‘smin sarvadharmah karyabhavena 
tad valiyate upanibadhyate karanabhavena sarvadharmesv 
ity dlayah / 

"[The expression] ‘designated as Latency’ [refers to] the consciousness 
which is conceived as Latent Consciousness (@layavijnana), [and 
exactly] that one is the transformative state of Heterogeneous 
Repotentialization (vipakaparinama). And because it is the 'basic 
possibility of establishment’ (sthanatva) for all the potentialities of 
dharmas (dharmabija) pertaining to the whole context of psychic 
dysfunctionality (s@mklesika), it is [called] ‘Latency’. — [The 
expressions] ‘Latency’ and 'basic possibility of establishment’ 

are semantic adumbrations. — Or, again: as all dharmas get to be 
latently present (@ltyante) in it, [that is] they get bound up in this 
[condition] as [their] effected state (karyabhava) or, again, as it is 
latently present, is getting bound up, in all dharmas as [their] causal 
state (karanabhava) — it is [designated as] 'Latency' (@laya)." 


62. In the last part of TrBh's delineation of dlaya, its two aspects of 
hetubhava and phalabhava were combined. Sthiramati has focused on the 
dynamic bi-modality of the nature of dlaya as its functional aspects within the 
super-structure of the dlayavijfiana-pravrttivijfiana model of consciousness. 
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Alaya has been described 


(a) as an effected ("potentialized") condition, the locus ("home- 
ground") in which the dharmas are getting bound up, 

and 
(b) as a causal condition ("latency"), which is getting involved 
when the dharmas are actualized, in so far as it is the 
latent prestructure inherent in every single cognitive state. 


The same idea is formulated in MAVT (33,8f.):! 


aliyante sarve sasrava dharmas tatra phalabhavena 
tac ca tesu hetubhavenety alayah / 


1 As part of Sthiramati's commentary on MAV 1.9, the passage occurs in a discussion where 
the contrast between dlayavijfiina as conditional consciousness (pratyayavijfana) and 
pravrttivijfiana as experiential consciousness (aupabhogikam vijfianam) has received a 
particular emphasis. That @layavijfiana is avyakrta, experientially not explicit, because it is a 
state of vipaka, heterogenous repotentialization, is mentioned en passant (MAVT 33,10). 

But it is @layavijfiana's basic function to constitute a causal condition (hetupratyaya) 
for actualized states of consciousness (for references to discussions of hetupratyaya in non- 
Y.-V. contexts, cf. SCHERRER-SCHAUB 1991: n. 411). And it is that aspect that is kept in view 
and related to the fact that dlayavijriana is associated with the bijas of the sasrava dharmah. 

At one point, the possibility of conceiving praurttivijfana as pratyayavijnana in 
relation to dlayavijfiana is taken up. Even a passage, which is allowing both aspects of the 
alayavijnana-praovrttivijniana model of consciousness to function as hetubhava and phalabhava 
for each other, is quoted (MAVT 34,1f.) from the Abhidharmasiitra (as already MSgr 1.27 
had done): 

sarvadharma hi alina vijfiane tesu tat tatha / 

anyonyam phalabhavena hetubhavena sarvada |/ 

"All dharmas, indeed, are latently present in [that] consciousness, as it 

is [likewise] in them — being thus always present mutually [to function] 

as [each other's] resultant state and causal state."3 


(The implication in these formulations, that dharma and bija [the actualized and 
potential states of experience] are inseparable, has also been explicated in contexts 
not presupposing the introduction of alayavijriana; cf. Alayav.: ns. 471, 1015). 


By contrast, as Sthiramati (MAVT 34,3ff.) subsequently elaborates, the rdles of 
pratyayavijfiana and aupabhogikam vijfianam cannot be reversed. Alayavijfiana cannot 
assume the state of aupabhogitva, whereas pravrttivijfiana does only function as 
predominant condition (adhipatipratyaya) exerting a general influence upon @layavijnana. 
Alayavijfiana alone is the causal condition (hetupratyaya) for the sasrava dharmah.* 


“To account also for the andsrava dharmah (cf. ASBh § 41B), the 
Abhidharmasamuccaya considers the kuSala-vasana to be a second category of 
hetupratyaya (ASp 28,9f.: hetu-pratyaya katamah | alayavijfianam kusalavasana ca). 
Rather than solving a problem with regard to the present concern, this definition 
points to another horizon of questioning: What is the position of @layavijfiana in the 
context of soteriological advancement requiring higher stages of spiritual purity 
to be sustained by a psychic continuity? At this place, it has to suffice to prelimin- 
arily refer to MSgr I.45ff. (Srutavasana) and further to Alayav. §§ 4.8.1ff. for 
important reflections on this issue. 
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"As all anticipative! dharmas get to be latently present in it as [their] 
resultant state, and as it is in them as [their] causal state, it is [called] 


‘latency’. 


63. The preceding examples placed a strong emphasis on the correlations 
of hetu/phala and karana/karya. Thereby the bi-modality of dlaya has been 
demonstrated in such a manner that the notion of ‘attachment’ remains 
subordinated to the dominant notion of ‘latency’ as the functional state of 
alayavijfiana in relation to pravrttivijfiana. But there are instances where this 
proportion appears in a reversed manner and where the notion of attachment 
plays a dominant role. This is the case when sentient beings (sattvah) are said 
to be attached to dlayavijfiana while identifying it as the self.? 


1 On the notion of asrava/sasrava, see DAYAL 1932: 116ff.; LA VALLEE POUSSIN 1932: 114ff.; 
DEMIEVILLE 1954: 412f.; FRAUWALLNER 1971: 74ff.; SCHMITHAUSEN 1981: 204ff.; Alayav.: n. 
540; SCHERRER-SCHAUB 1991: n. 114 and, for the early notion, especially SCHMITHAUSEN 
1992a: §2.2.2. 

The sasrava dharmah do not necessarily connote morally bad, impure or evil states, 
but rather intentional factors, which somehow are, or remain, involved with the world of 
becoming; hence DAVIDSON 1982: 324: “the effluent (sdsrava) condition"; DEMIEVILLE, loc. 
cit., "avec des écoulement"; SCHERRER-SCHAUB, loc. cit., "comportant efflux"; cf. also 
SCHMITHAUSEN 1992: 124); that is, 

"ce qu'on nomme sdsrava, c'est ce qui 'tombe dans le monde’ (loka- 

patita); ce qui tombe dans le monde, c'est ce qui est compris dans le 

monde (lokasamgrhita), c'est-a-dire ce qui est du monde et non pas 

au dessus” (LA VALLEE POUSSIN 1932: 117 [from Sanghabhadra's Nyayanusara 

commentary on AK I.4)). 
The sasrava dharmah may, of course, be akusala dharmah. But also the kusala-sasrava dharmah 
are "too bad" for the Buddhists: they lead to rebirth (cf., e.g., AKBh 478,6ff.; ASBh § 
25Aiii), because their nature is to be subject to maturation (AKBh 89,9: vipakadharmatvat = 
vipakaprakrtitvat, AKVy 211,16). In other words, what is intended, i.e, somehow 
anticipated to have a particular outcome, is apt to mature into some sort of result (phala). 

This is not the case for the anasrava dharmah. “Why?" asks Vasubandhu and 
provides the answer: "Because these are not imbued with desire" (kasman nanasravah | 
trsnanabhisyanditatvat; AKBh 89,21). 

Thus the difference between asrava and andasrava is whether or not the fulfilment of 
some desire, noble or ignoble, is anticipated. For example, if a monk cultivates 
kuSaladharmas in his dhyana-practice, but does so with anticipations (DEMIEVILLE, loc. cit., 
"avec écoulements"), he will certainly achieve a higher rebirth in heaven; however, these 
anticipations prevent him from entering upon the proper Buddhist marga, which is an 
anasrava path (e.g., AK I. 5). — It is in view of these preliminary reflections that I conceive 
the sasrava dharmah as "anticipative" states of consciousness. 


2 The notion of "I" in the Yogacara(-Vijfidnavada) context, both before and after the 
introduction of alayavijfiana, is complex. It spans from addressing it as the naive sense of 
identity with regard to one's personal form of existence (@tmabhave balanam aham iti va 
mameti vasmiti va bhavati; Y 25,15) — corresponding to the apprehension of a self 
(atmagraha) as an expression of fundamental delusion on the basis of which intentional acts 
(karman) and the whole production of reciprocal consequences of one's acts is taking place 
(Y 212,18ff.) — to the development of the concept of klistam manah after Glayavijfiana had 
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Both those positions of semantic dominance as reversible 
connotations ("being latently present in" and "being attached to") have 
been expressed! by the single phrase @ltyante tasmin ... in ASBh 11,10: 


altyante tasmin dharma bijatah, sattva va-atmagrahena-ity alayavijrianam | 
"As the dharmas are latently present in it as potentialities, or as the 


sentient beings are attached to it by apprehending [it] as the self, 
it is [called] the Latent Consciousness." 


All of those three aspects, i.e., dlayavijiana as hetubhava, phalabhava and as 
"locus" of self-attachment, have been comprised in MSgr I.3 to provide an 
hermeneutical answer to the question of why dlayavijfiana is thus called: 


skye ba can kun nas fion mons pa'i chos thams cad ‘bras bu'i dnos por 
der sbyor ba’am / de yan rgyu'i dnos por de dag tu sbyor ba’i phyir 

kun gzirnam par Ses pa'o |/ yan na sems can dag de la3 bdag nid 

du sbyor bas kun g2i rnam par Ses pa’o |/ 

"It is [called] Latent Consciousness because all the originating 
dysfunctional dharmas get to be latently present (@liyante) in it 

as [their] resultant state (phalabhava), and [because] it is latently 
present in them as [their] causal state (hetubhava). Or, it is [called] 
Latent Consciousness, because sentient beings are attached to it 
as the self." 


64. These various explanations are valuable for contributing to a general 
comprehension of how the different connotations of dlaya (as a member of the 
compound @layavijfiana) were actually understood in the traditional context of 
Y.-V. scholars. But as quasi-etymological adumbrations, they do not literally 
reflect the earliest literary source of @layavijfiana. Rather, they constitute 


been introduced. For important reflections and materials, see Alayav. §§ 3.11.1-3.11.4.2, § 
7.1A.2.2 and the associated notes; see also MSery 4” § 7. 


'It is impossible to become a connoisseur of Sanskrit without achieving a considerable 
familiarity with the fact that the simultaneous engagement of different semantic 
connotations of the same term in a given phrase is one of the favourite linguistic games of 
classical Indian authors. Knowing this general state of affairs, we may come to accept the 
suggested interpretation by seeing that (and how) the present definition draws the verb into 
two utterly different and separate connotative horizons (bijatah and atmagrahena), in each 
of which aliyante may function with an aspect of its meaning that most smoothly fits into 
the pertinent semantic context. 


2 As indicated, no historical development is implied here by adding a third aspect: the 
connotation of dlayavijriana as the locus of self-attachment. 


3 For Schmithausen's philological remarks on this passage, see Alayav.: n. 137. Accepting 
his suggestion that an original *sattvd va tad_atmatvendaliyante has probably been mistaken 
for *tadatmatvena- by the translators, the Tibetan de’i has been emended to de la as the basis 
for my translation. 
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reflections of certain aspects, the emphasis of which was subsequently found 
important for specific exegetical reasons. 

It appears that Vasubandhu, who is also well known as an author of a 
treatise on textual hermeneutics (Vyakhyayukti),! attempted to be more con- 
servative while interpreting the semantic nuances of dlaya in his Paficaskandha- 
prakarana. Here he says (PSk; 17a3f. = PSkp § 26): 


kun 921i rnam par ses pa de nid ni sa bon thams cad kyi 92i nid dan | 
lus kyi kun gi dan rgyu nid dan \ lus la gnas pa nid kyi yan phyir ro | 


In Alayav.: n. 140, Schmithausen has attempted a reconstruction of the original 
Sanskrit of this definition, one which needs to be slightly emended in the 
light of the Sanskrit text that has become available, but which had essentially? 
been earlier adopted as the basis for my translation and interpretation.4 In 
Steinkellner's edition this passage [5b-6a] reads:5 


Aalayavijrianatvam punah sarvabijalayatam 
atmabhavalayanimittatam kayalinatam copadaya 


"{It has] the nature of a ‘Latent Consciousness’ qua assuming 
(1) the state of being the latency consisting in all potentialities,® 


1 See CABEZON 1992, SKILLING 2000 and, including still further references, VERHAGEN's 
recent contribution to Buddhist hermeneutics in: JA 293.2 (2005): 559-602. 


2 Accompanied by the text of PSk 17a3f. and a translation. 


3 Except for having introduced a different reconstruction of the beginning, one which 
likewise had to be abandoned now. 


4 The differences between Schmithausen's Skt. reconstruction and the edited Skt. text of this 
passage are somewhat minor and do hardly effect its semantic import. Retrospectively | 
should, especially in this case, acknowledge my deep appreciation of Schmithausen's 
philological sensitivity; mostly on the basis of his skilful reconstruction I have been able to 
understand the nature and the historical context of Vasubandhu's quasi-etymological 
definition of a@layavijfiana. 


> Enabling me to make some final corrections also with regard to the present issue, I am 
very grateful to Prof. Ernst Steinkellner, who kindly provided me with a preliminary 
version (with the testimonial apparatus still in the process of being enlarged) of this passage 
and its immediate context in his forthcoming Sanskrit edition of PSk. 

As Sthiramati confirms (cf. below Ex. 21 [p. 132]), already in his time there existed a 
variant in this passage, the reading atmamandalaya® instead of atmabhavalaya°, the latter one, 
however, was accepted by both PSkBh and PSkU. Yet, unlike the Tibetan, the Chinese 
translation (cf. also Alayav.: n. 140) is evidently based on a manuscript containing the 
former reading. And stemmatically the single MS available to Prof. Steinkellner does 
accidentally likewise belong to the branch containing the reading atmamdandlaya°, the one 
explicitly disfavoured by Sthiramati (and implicitly in PSkBh). Presently adopting (with 
Steinkellner) the reading atmabhavalaya® thus represents an emendation of the Skt. MS, but 
one that is fully endorsed by significant early Indian witnesses. 


6 Both PSkBh (199a7-b3) and PSkU (53b1f.; corresponding to TrBh *7,13ff.) describe the 
notion of alaya in the term “sarvabijalaya- to comprise both the aspect of hetubhava and that 
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(2) the state of being, as latency, the determinant! of the individual 
form of existence, [see Ex. 21] 
(3) the state of being the latency [present] in the physical organism."2 


While providing a functional definition of alayavijfiana by way of providing a 
"customary" quasi-etymological adumbration, Vasubandhu resorts to a 
manner of describing Glaya that completely differs from the other modes of 
description quoted above. Rather than describing its function in correlation 
to the dynamics of the dlayavijnana-pravrttivijiana model of consciousness, his 
description emphasizes @layavijfiana's functions with regard to an individual 
sentient organism (atmabhava, sendriyakaya). Though the commentaries also 
endow his definition with implicit references to @layavijfana's functioning of 
hetubha@va and phalabhava, it is significant that the formulation of the PSk- 
definition does not explicitly do so.3 PSkU has even recorded (cf. Ex. 21) the 
orthographic change of PSk's reading atmabhava- into atmamana-, performed 
in some corners so as to be able to include the interpretation of dlayavyfana as 
"object of attachment" for sentient beings mistaking it as a substantial self. 


of phalabhava. The elaboration of this aspect is not essentially different from the 
descriptions recorded above. Thus, as a latency (consisting in all potentialities) alaya is, 
according to PSkBh, a resultant condition in so far as the accumulated /impregnated 
propensities (vasana) of the dharmas to be actualized in future reside in it. Yet, inasfar as the 
dharmas actually arise from these propensities, dlaya is a causal condition. 


'Or: the state of being the latent determinant of ... 


2 The third functional determination of alayavijfiana is explained by both PSkBh (199b7ff.) 
and PSkU (53bé6ff.) as referring to the aspect of pervading (*vyapana-) the sensory 
organism (*kayasya caksuradisendriya-riipah). The ordinary types of cognitive actualization 
cannot pervade the whole organism, but 4@layavijriana pervades it. And it is due to this 
characteristic of being joined (*upanibadhyate) to the organism as a latency, that is, because 
of being latently present (“Aliyate) in the whole organism as something pervading it, that it 
is called dlaya, "latency" (PSkBh 199b8f.: kun la khyab pa’i mtshan rid du lus dan kun gZir 
‘brel bas na lus kun la khyab par gnas pa'i phyir yan kun gZi Zes bya’o \\). 

Similarly, Sthiramati says that kaya (here: khog pa) refers to *sendriyakaya; and it is 
this one which is pervaded by @layavijriana. The notion of -alina- (here: gnas pa) in the 
compound “kaydlinata- refers to dlayavijriana's function of having entered into and joined 
with the organism; to designate the state of latently abiding in the sensory organism — or: 
the state of being the latency present in — the PSk-definition says *-alinata- (PSkU 53b/7f.: 
lus ni ‘dir dban po dan bcas pa'i khog pa‘o \| kun gZi rnam par Ses pa ni khog pa thams cad la 
khyab pa'o \\ de’ phyir lus dan ‘brel bar ‘jug pas lus la gnas pa’i phyir | lus la gnas pa’‘o \\ de’i 
dnos pa ni lus la gnas pa nid de |). 


3 Which does not mean that for the Kogakara the connotations of hetubhava and 
phalabhava were not associated with sarvabijdlaya, i.e., with a (re)potentialized latency 
consisting in all potentialities. For the post-MSgr exegetical Y.-V. milieu such an 
implication has been unavoidable. But Vasubandhu himself intentionally excludes these 
connotations from his PSk-definition of dlayavijfiana. 


122 Samdh's Initiative: Hermeneutical Horizon 


65. As Vasubandhu knew the exegetical background of the Viniscaya- 
samgrahani, Mahayanasamgraha, etc., he certainly knew all of these possibilities 
of interpretation. He probably also knew the *Yogacarabhiimi-vyakhya, which 
had formulated (YVy 98a8ff.)!_ a description of @layavijfiana while combining 
the hetubhava/phalabhava aspects with the aspect of dlayavijfiana to function as a 
reference for notions of attachment and adding the function of dlayavijfiana to 
initially merge into proto-embryonic matter (to assimilatively develop it 
into a sensory organism on basis of mature bijas and to keep it assimilated). 

But Vasubandhu consciously restricted himself to a very narrow and 
peculiar spectrum of functional aspects when quasi-etymologically adum- 
brating the connotation of @laya in his PSk-definition of @layavijnana. As such a 
restriction corresponds to the functional determination of @layavijfiana in 
Samdh V.3, it is not unlikely that the intention of the PSk-definition has 
actually been to formulate a gloss upon the Samdhinirmocanasitra's definition. 
This alayavijfiana-definition in Samdh V.3 reads as follows:2 

kun gZi rnam par Ses pa zes kyan bya ste | ‘di Itar de lus ‘di la grub 

pa dan bde ba gcig pa’i don gyis kun tu sbyor ba dan rab tu sbyor 

bar byed pa’i phyir ro 

[Skt. reconstruction by L. Schmithausen:]5 


* alayavijrianam ity apy ucyate, yad uta tasyasmin kaya alayana- 
pralayanatam upadaya ekayogaksemarthena 


"It (= the psyche associated with all potentialities [sarvabijakam cittam; 
Samdh V.2])4 is also called ‘Latent Consciousness’ with reference to 


1 See Alayav.: n. 817 for an edition and translation of YVy's comprehensive interpretation 
of alayavijfiana in terms of these functional aspects. 


2 The subdivisions in the edited text of the Samdhinirmocanasitra have been introduced by 
Lamotte. They should, of course, not delude us about the fact that dlayavijfiana (in Samdh 
V.3) is described as one aspect of sarvabijakam cittam, thematized in the immediately 
preceding passage (Samdh V.2). Cf. also Alayav. § 4.4.2. 


3 Cf. Alayav.: n. 181. The expression *aliyana-praliyanatam has here been suggested as a 
possible alternative to the reconstruction *alayana-pralayanatam. Given the term kayélinata 
is found in the PSk-passage discussed above (p. 120), it seems advisable to likewise 
consider the expression *alina-pralinatam as a possible reconstruction in the present context. 
The semantic connotation would basically remain the same. My understanding of this 
passage, and hence the way it has come to be formulated in my translation has essentially 
been influenced by Schmithausen's restitution. 


4 The present introduction of the concept of dlayavijfiana occurs as the introduction of a 
second neologism, right after the introduction of a@danavijfiana. Referring back to the 
preceding passage (Samdh V.2), which had started to characterize the new type of 
consciousness as sarvabijakam cittam, Samdh V.3 (in Lamotte's ed.) begins by saying: "That 
consciousness is also called ....." (rnam par Ses pa de ni ...... Zes kyan bya ste). And continuing 
this thread, Samdh V.3, supplementing Samdh V.2, supplies altogether three groups of 
functional aspects related to sarvabijakam cittam. It is thus as a "consciousness containing all 
potentialities" that alayavijfana here receives its specific functional characterization. 
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the fact of its being latently present and getting absorbed within 
this [biophysical] organism as a single unit in accomplishment and 
well-being." [see Ex. 22] 


This passage is certainly not free from problems of interpretation.’ It is not 
altogether clear whether *pralayana- (or: *pralina-) was, in fact, originally 
intended to have a distinct meaning of its own, or just to elucidate the 
meaning of *dlayana (or: *alina-). However, regarding both the YVy-definition 
(3rd & 4th parts) and the PSk-definition of dlayavijfiana as formulated on basis 
of this Samdh-definition,? it is difficult to avoid the impression that, at least 


1 Tt is not least the word pra-li- (as *pralina-, or as *pralayana-/praliyana- [according to 
Alayav.: n. 181]) which may stimulate further speculation as to the way this passage 
(Samdh V.3) found its entrance into buddhological thought, and as to its specific meaning © 
in this context. The possibility of an initial conceptual Samkhya influence, as reasonably 
suggested by Schmithausen (Alayav. § 2.12) would not only strenghten the 
Samdhinirmocanasiitra passage in its originative position for the concept of dlayavijfiana (as 
it was here that semantic assistance was borrowed by taking recourse to the familiar notion 
of pra-li-), but may perhaps also explain the fact that the suspicious pra-li- was quickly 
dropped again from the list of technical vocabulary employed by the Yogacara- 
Vijianavadins. 

*Pralayana-/pralina- has been translated here as "being absorbed within [the physical 
organism]". But the notion of "being dissolved [within the physical organism]'—similar to 
salt being dissolved in water (invisible, yet everywhere present)—would neither be 
incompatible. However, the connotation of ‘disappearing altogether’ should naturally be 
avoided here. 

That.this latter sense — or the notion of ‘dissolving, at least temporarily, to nothing’ 
— has not been utterly foreign to Buddhist (albeit rather non-technical) vocabulary shows, 
e.g., a verse addressed to Prajfiaparamita, to the female principle elevated to the principle of 
ultimate reality; we find it in Rahulabhadra's Prajriaparamitastotra: 

Prabham prapyeva diptaméor 
avasyayodabindavah, 
tvam prapya pralayam yanti 
dosa vadas ca vadinam.™ 
"Wie den Glanz bertihrend des strahlenden Lichts 
Die Tropfen von Tau sich auflésen zu nichts — 
So Theorien und Schliisse, die verkehrten, 
Einst Dich beriithrend, der Logikgelehrten." 


“ Verse 10 in the version edited by P. L. Vaidya at the beginning of Astasahasrika 
Prajriaparamita, with Haribhadra's commentary called Aloka, Darbhanga 1960 (BST 4); this 
verse is also found among those that were quoted in the Mahaprajriaparamitopadesa, cf. 
LAMOTIE, Traité IT: 1060ff. For other (incl. English) translations, cf. CONZE 1978: 95. 


2 While being descriptively geared to the Samdh-definition, the third and fourth 
explanations of the YVy-definition of dlayavijfiana do not provide quasi-etymological 
explanations — YVy 98b1f.: 
(3) de dan po kho nar mer mer por Zugs pa na grub pa dan bde ba gcig pa’i phyir 
kun g2i Zes bya ba dan [" it is also called ‘alaya', because having at first merched 
(*sam-miirch-) into proto-embryonic matter (kalala) it then forms [with it] a single 
unit in accomplishment and well-being (*ekayogaksema-)"]; 
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according to traditional sources, *kaya dlina- (or: “kaya dlayana-) and “kaye 
pralina- (or: *kiye pralayana-) came to be understood as two distinct functions 
of alayavijnana.' 


Explications 
[Ex. 19] 


For materials and discussions on the relationship of @layavijfiana to the 
notions of sarvabij(ak)o vipakah, vipakavijnianam, sarvabijakam vijfianam; see esp. 
Alayav. §§ 3.11-3.13; 6.1ff., 7.3.6.3.1ff. and Appendix II. It would go too far to 
discuss here in detail the interpretations accompanying the presentation of 
the materials. Though generally agreeing with Schmithausen in considering 
the notion of vipakavijfiana as found in the Pratityasamutpada Analysis (cf. 
Alayav. §§ 7.3.1ff.) to have preceded the formulation of sarvabijakam vijfianam, | 
do not share his historical outline of the role sarvabijakam vijfanam is 
supposed to have played in the Basic Section. In my view, the step from 
vipakavynana to sarvabijakam vijfianam is the one that entailed the most decisive 
consequences, consequences which had to be faced while introducing the 
latter concept. This happened, as I will try to demonstrate below, in Samdh 
V.2-3 by way of relegating diverse implications of the whole concept to 
functional aspects respectively designated as adanavijfiana, dlayavijfiana and 
citta. 


(4) des lus zin pa’i phyir kun gZi Zes bya ste | len par byed pa'i don ni kun gi Zes 

bya‘o \I|["it is called ‘alaya', because the organism is assimilated (*kaya-upatta) by it; 

that is, dlaya has the meaning of an *updadatr "]. 

The third explanation, while relating alayavijfiana to the context of merging into an organic 
basis, likewise contains the characteristic notion of ekayogaksema; the fourth explanation, 
though being more directly related to the notion of “sa@dhisthanaripindriyopadi (or: °padana) 
of Samdh V.2, might be interpreted as referring to the same aspect that has been termed 
kayalina- in PSk. Vasubandhu, on the other hand, has coined the expression atmabhavalaya- 
nimittata to gloss "kaye pralinata/pralayanata. 

Concerning Vasubandhu's hermeneutical qualifications, it has already been pointed 
out by Schmithausen (Alayav. § 5.14.1f.) that, with respect to recognizing the cognitive 
function of dlayavijfiana, Vasubandhu (in contrast to a number of his predecessors) 
does not deviate from the Samdhinirmocanasitra, but like the Viniscayasamgrahani (cf. 
Alayav. § 5.9) he properly takes this function into account. 


1 In Alayav.: n. 817, Schmithausen has designated these two functions of dlayavijfiana as 


‘@Srayabhavasannivista' and ‘upadatr', corresponding to the third and fourth functions 
addressed in the YVy-definition. We might correlate these to the Samdh- and PSk- 


definitions as follows: 


PO Samdh 
*asrayabhavasannivista *kaye pralina-/pralayana- | atmabhavalayanimittata 
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In his Karmasiddhiprakarana (KSi, § 30/KSiy: 37), Vasubandhu ascribes 
the acceptance of a “sarvabijakam vipakavijfianam to a certain fraction of the 
Sautrantikas (mdo sde pa kha cig) and unfolds, on the basis of their theoretical 
presuppositions regarding the state of nirodhasamapatti, a karmaphalasambandha- 
theory, whose intrinsic logical structure entails the acceptance of dlayavijriana. 
This has led Lamotte (KSi,: 178) to ascribe the very origin of the concept of 
flayavijfiana to the Sautrantikas. Schmithausen's rejection (Alayav.: n. 78) of 
Lamotte's assertion is certainly correct, although other arguments might be 
adduced against Lamotte's historical perception. 

Muroji (KSiy: 37) has provided the information that SumatiSila, in his 
commentary on KSi, is identifying those "Sautrantika" doctrines (including a 
*sarvabijakam vipakavijianam) that were elaborated by Vasubandhu as being 
actually Vasubandhu's own.! Identifying furthermore the fraction of Sau- 
trantikas referred to by Vasubandhu, he refers to them as those who accept a 
certain *Adi-visesa-vibhaga-siitra as valid agama. 

MUROJI (1993: 5ff., 195n. 358)2 has again discussed this passage and 
demonstrated that, not least due to the paracanonical status of the *Adi-visesa- 
vibhaga-sitra version in question, a historical placement of the *vipakavijriana 
passage contained in this version (extant only in Chinese translation) is 
problematic. Muroji has convincingly expressed the view that there is no 
reason to invest this version with a particular sense of historical priority as 
compared with the Yogacarabhimi. 

Interesting in its own right, however, is the mode of Vasubandhu's 
hermeneutic procedure when he discusses his karmaphala-sambandha-theory on 
the basis of "Sautrantika" premises. Schmithausen has objected to the very 
credibility of associating the concepts of vipakavijnana and dlayavijfiana with the 
Sautrantikas and assumed that Vasubandhu has simply written from the 
Yogacara point of view (Alayav.: n. 78). As he pointed out, the notion of a 
continuous vipakavijnana is otherwise not attested as a Sautrantika concept, 
whereas Vasubandhu explicitly refers to the Yogacarabhiimi and to the 
Samdhinirmocanasitra. Still, I think there-is an alternative way of under- 
standing Vasubandhu's discourse. Suspending our tendency of trying to 
locate him into mutually exclusive categories of either Yogacara or Sautrant- 
ika, we might appreciate what he actually does as an individual thinker with 
a particular agenda. 

On the one hand, we cannot ignore that he explicitly identifies the 
views he elaborates as those of a fraction of Sautrantikas, with whom, 
according to Sumatisila, Vasubandhu has been associated. On the other hand, 
as Schmithausen has pointed out, he does certainly not present his ideas in 


1 KSiT 100a5ff.: ji Itar mdo sde kha cig ‘dod pa Ita bu’o Zes bya ba ni | [...] ‘dis ni slop dpon 
bzed pa’i phyogs ston te ll. 
2 Partially relying on the previous research of K. Matsuda (in Japanese). 


3 For other versions, discussions and references, see TRIPATHI 1962, siitra 16; DE JONG 1979: 
237-249 ("A Propos du Nidanasamyukta" [orig. 1974]); MUROJI 1993: 1n. 2. 
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terms of orthodox Sautrantika categories. Rather than sharply differentiating 
between Sautrantika, Early Yogacara and Y.-V. philosophemes, he seems to 
underline their compatibility. Perhaps addressing the orthodox Sautrantikas 
as a "progressive Sautrantika", it may have been his rhetorical aim to 
demonstrate the advantages of exactly this compatibility by fusing their 
philosophemes into a single system. 

Not only does he associate the notion of vipakavijfiana with the typical 
Sautrantika concept of (santati)parinamavisesa, but already here he actually 
conceives the parinama in terms of three stages (vipakavijfiana - manooijfiana - 
other vijfianas).! 

In order to lend authoritative support to his discourse, he concludes it 
with two quotations. First, immediately following upon his explanations, he 
quotes two stanzas (KSiy 39,10-18). These seem to have been particularly 
suitable for the purpose of asserting his links with the Sautrantikas, since an 
even more conservative Sautrantika like YaSomitra did not hesitate to quote 
them in his commentary (AKVy 720,16ff.) on AKBh. Yet, right after thus 
reaffirming his connectedness to the Sautrantikas, he continues with 
adducing a second authoritative statement: now he quotes the most famous 
stanza of the Samdhinirmocanasitra (V.7), thereby underlining his Y.-V. links. 
And first afterwards he correlates dlayavijfiana to the previously employed 
notion of vipakavijfiana. 

While the style and reflective complexity of Vasubandhu's opus is 
quite different from that of Asanga (and from that of the earlier 
Vasubandhu), the feature of implicitly or explicitly referring, at given points, 
to the Samdhinirmocanasitra, or to the ontological premises it introduced, 
seems to run like a red thread through the Kogakara's works. 

Unlike his rhetorical intention, Vasubandhu's identification of 
vipakavijniana and dlayavijfiana in KSi (LAMOTTE § 33/ MUROJI: 39) is of course 
nothing original. As suggested by Schmithausen, it is related to earlier Y.-V. 
treatises; apart from Y (cf. above), one may refer to AS 12,1f. (= ASBh § 9A) 
and MSer 1.21; 1.34ff.; 1.62; II.32 (cf. Alayav.: n. 426 and the important note 
Alayav.: n. 580, esp. p. 372). 


[Ex. 20] 


The notion of samKlesa refers to the totality of Klesas? included in the three 
categories of Klesa-, karma- and janmasamkleSa (cf. TrBh *24,15: tatra klesa-karma- 


1 KSi, § 32/KSiny: 37: rnam par smin pa'i rnam par Ses pa la skad cig re re la ‘gyur ba’'i khyad 
par las sa bon ‘jug pa ried pas yid kyi rnam par ses pa dan | phyis gzan dag kyan rkyen ji Ita ba 
bzin du ‘byun no Il. Note, however, that here (as in Samdh V.4) it is manovijfiaina — not 
klistam manah — that functions as the intermediary link. 


2 On the general notion of kleSa in contrast to kleSa-vasana, see E. LAMOTTE, "Passions and 
the Impregnations of the Passions in Buddhism", in: L. COUSINS et al., Buddhist Studies in 
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janmatmakas trividhah samkleSah |). The Savitarkadi-Bhiimi of MauBh contains an 
extensive analysis Mesasamklesa (Y 160,10-170,10; cf. AHN 2003), karmasamklesa 
(Y 170,11-194,18) and janmasamklesa (Y 195,1-232). The corresponding sections 
in VinSg are: Kesa-s.: zi 112b2-137b1 (cf. AHN 2003); karma-s.: 137b1-155a7; 
janma-s.: 155a7-174al1. 

Whereas in the Savitarkadi-Bhiimi an extensive pratityasamutpada-analysis 
has been incorporated in the janmasamklesa-section and actually constitutes 
the substance of this section, in MAV(Bh) I.10-11, hence in MAVT 35,6-44,10, 
the description of samkleSa is more generally related to a particular inter- 
pretative scheme of pratityasamutpada. In this latter context the members of 
samklesa are correlated to the members of pratityasamutpada. Accordingly, 
avidya, trsna and upadana pertain to KlesasamMeSa, samskara and bhava pertain to 
karmasamklesa and the remaining angas to janmasamklesa.! 

In the Mahayanasamgraha, on the other hand, the three categories of 
samklesa are related to the context of dlayavijfiana, MSgr I.29-42 takes recourse 
to the notion of samKesa in the context of proving the necesssity of assuming, 
the real existence of @layavijfiana. Without the latter, it says, samklesa had no 
proper theoretical foundation — and there would be neither any foundation 
for vyavadana, MSer I. 43ff. continues. 

"Purification" (vyavadana) is conceived as the antonym of samklesa (cf. 
Alayav.: n. 21); therefore, in view of this contrast, (sam)kleSa can be meta- 
phorically understood as "defilement” or "pollution". The other well-known 
connotation of klesa is indicated by translations such as "affliction", "passion", 
"distress", "trouble", etc. BHSD/SWTF s.v. klis(yat[e])/KMesa and PTSD/DOP 
s.v. kilisati/kilesa provide references for both connotations. 

This is not the place to investigate the development of the notion of 
kKlesa in different schools and their possible preferences regarding the choice 
of understanding it either as "defilement" or "affliction", of emphasizing 
either the static or the dynamic metaphor. A few observations might never- 
theless be useful. 

Commenting on the phrase kigyate jagat (MAV 1.9), which along these 
metaphors could either mean "the world is defiled" or "the world is 
afflicted", MAVT adopts the latter connotation in the samklesa/pratityasamut- 
pada-context referred to above. At MAVT 40,10 Klisyate is glossed by pidyate 
("is pained, tormented, tortured"), whereby this notion is contextually 
intensified by Sthiramati's painting of a world where this is happening in all 


Honour of I. B. Horner, Dordrecht 1974: 91-104. Recently, and still unavailable to me at the 
time of writing the present monograph (yet already useful, not least to check the passage Y 
166,9ff. treated below), appeared the contribution of AHN 2003, essentially treating the 
kleSasamklega with editions and translations of the pertinent sections found in Y and VinSg. 


1 It is interesting to note, in view of the general assumption of a common role of Asanga 
for both MAV and AS, that AS deviates from MAV by additionally including vijfana in 
the category of karmasamklega (ASp 27,15). Cf. also KRITZER 1999: 52ff. 
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spheres of existential constitution in every moment from birth to death.! 
The interpretation of klisyate in the sense of "is impure" has likewise been 
adduced; but this understanding does not seem to reflect a Yogacara(- 
Vijfianavada) understanding of this notion; it is ascribed to others (Aligyata iti 
na vyavadiyata ity apare; MAVT 40,11). Yet, more generally speaking, it was not 
so much the strongly emotional quality of pidyate that has been emphasized 
in the Yogacara(-Vijfianavada) tradition, but rather the negative quality of 
klesa as a mental function. 

Accordingly, in a definition going back to Y 161,1, the Abhidharma- 
samuccaya (ASp 43,19) defines what ASBh calls the "general characteristic" 
(samanyalaksana; § 61B) of Klega: it is determined as discomposure or an 
agitated mental condition (aprasanta-laksanata). Thus, the Y.-V. understanding 
of the notion of kKlesa has emphasized its dynamic aspect: Klesa is here a 
psychic dysfunction, which may express itself in the form of mental 
distraction (viksepa) and distortedness (viparyasa), as well as various forms of 
mental imbalances (cf. ASBh § 61B). Y 166,23-167,4 provides a long list of 26 
quasi-synonyms (paryaya) of klesa and shortly defines each of these notions in 
terms of its functional aspect (Y 167,5-168,11). Both the functional adum- 
brations in the form of these paryayas as well as the psychological factors 
actually forming the different constituents of klesa as both emotional and 
intellectual dysfunctions underline the dynamic conception of the Klesas in 
Early Yogacara and Yogacara-Vijfianavada (cf. Y 161,1-19 for different modes 
of categorizing [prabheda] the Klesas; the six well-known basic psychological 
dysfunctions [avidya, drsti, raga, pratigha, mana, vicikitsa] are defined at Y 162,11- 
164,2).2 

On the basis of this dynamic conception it has furthermore been 
possible for the Early Yogacaras — again in close theoretical proximity to the 
Sautrantikas — to include within their conception of the Klesas both the aspect 
of a negative latent inclination (anusaya) and that of an actual manifestation or 
“outburst” (paryavasthana).3 When the KeSas are manifesting in the form of 
actual outbursts, it is by means of particular noetic structures (akira)* that 
they perform their proper functions of bringing the psyche into a state of 


1 MAVT 40,9f.: klifyata iti jatijaravyadhimaranadibhis traidhatuke ksanaparamparaya* 
“Ajavamyjavibhavena ca pidyata ity arthah | 


2 Now these sections are also available as edited, the Tibetan translation conveniently facing 
the Skt. text, in AHN 2003: 56ff. (here, however, rather strangely, without references to 
Bhattacharya's edition; only the structural analysis on p. 12f. provides such ones). 


3 On the Sautrantika notion of the anusaya-paryavasthana relationship (in contrast to those 
entertained by the Sarvastivadins and the Theravadins), see JAINI 1959: 239ff. 


4 Bhattacharya (Y 165,1) has adopted prakaraih (in square brackets in his text), but in a note 
he refers to the Tib. reading rnam pa (= aka@ra); AHN (2003: 70/71 [§ 5.1.a]), apart from 
providing the Tibetan text, has also been able to decipher the Skt. text as actually containing 
the term akara. 
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discomposure (aprasantavihara), of functioning as obstructions for wholesome, 
or adequate, psychic factors (kusalantaraya), and so on (cf. Y 165,1ff.). The most 
specific means of a negative, i.e. neurotic, inclination (anusaya) to express its 
psychic dysfunctionality (samkleSayati) is by way of providing a basis for the 
actual outbursts (paryavasthaina-sannisrayadana, Y 165,4). 

Seen from the perspective that most of the actualized cognitive 
processes are based on psychic dysfunctions (Klesa), particularly those in the 
sphere of drives (kamadhatu), one might say that the Early Yogacara anusaya- 
paryavasthana model constitutes a proto-form of what develops into the Y.-V. 
alayavijnana-praovrttivijnana model of consciousness. 

Already in MauBh, the klesas clearly entail a stage of latent inclination 
(anusaya); in MSger I.29ff., the fact of the existence of samklega is considered to 
prove the existence of dlayavijfiana. In fact, the totality of what samklesa 
comprises does necessarily remain inactualized, even while fragmentary 
aspects are actualized. This implication has been pointedly expressed in the 
"Nirvana-Abschnitt" of VinSg (ed. SCHMITHAUSEN 1969a: 44 [P hi 137bé6f.]), 
where samklesa is defined as vasand, to be more precise, as the 

"impregnated propensity (vasanda) of insistence upon (or: 

clinging to) the imaginatively constructed nature of reality" 

(kun brtags no bo nid la ni | mnon Zen bag chags kun fion mons )).! 
Correspondingly, "purification" (vyavadaina) is here referred to as the 
disappearance of this impregnated propensity (mnon Zen bag chags yod min pa | 
de ni rnam par byan ba yin ll). 

Now, this definition of samklega, while likewise emphasizing the strong 
psychic intentionality that constitutes its functional nature, presupposes 
(apart from the introduction of the svabhavatraya model, which we can bypass 
here) an interesting reformulation of another basic model of describing 
deviations from adequate states of awareness. This reformulation did 
likewise already occur in MauBh, where (Y 166,6ff.) the model of four 
viparyasas has been expanded into a sevenfold model. Samyraviparyasa, 
drstiviparyasa and cittaviparyasa have been added to the fourfold viparyasa 
model. 

The well-known canonical phrasing (AN II: 52 [§ 49], Vibh 376; cf. also 
VisM XXII.34, AKBh 283,20f, AKVy 454,29ff., PASADIKA 1989: 94 [367]) 
conceives each of the four distortions (anitye nityam iti, etc.) as samjna-, 
citta- and drsti-viparyasa (in this sequence!).? 


1 Schmithausen (ibid.) has reconstructed the Skt. (*parikalpitasvabhavabhinivesavasana) and 
related the ontological implication of this (apparantly quoted) passage to Samdh X.8 (p. 
160,25) and to TrBh *8,4. 


2 Le., the notion of "permanent" with regard to what is "impermanent" is conceived as a 
notional distortion, a psychological distortion and a doxic distortion. The same is the case 
with regard to having the notion of being "satisfying" with regard to what is 
dissatisfactory; and so on. 
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But Y has completely reinterpreted the viparyasas and rearranged their 
traditional compositional structure. Now samjnaviparyasa alone comprises 
all the four traditional ones, while drsti- and citta-viparyasa are newly defined 
and added to samjriaviparyasa. Thereby the phenomenological relation- 
ship between those three is likewise reformulated and explained as 
constituting one between three distinct types of distortions. The 
(re)emphasis! of these three members, reclassified as separate viparyasas, 
intends to reflect an insight into the genesis of samklesa. Both the notional 
foundation of the Klesas and the process of generating them on basis of this 
foundation have been analyzed and described in three steps leading from 
"notional distortion" (samjria@-viparyasa) over "doxic distortion" (drstiviparydasa) 
to "psychic distortion" (cittaviparyasa). 

Y 166,9ff. defines them as follows: 

samjnaviparyasah katamah | yo ‘nitye nityam iti duhkhe sukham iti 

aSucau Sucity* anatmany atmeti samjnaparikalpah \\ 

drstiviparyasah katamah | yat** tatraiva tatha samjriaparikalpite ksanti 

rucir vyavasthapanabhinivesah \ 

cittaviparyasah katamah \ yat** tatraiva tathabhiniviste ragadisamklesah \\ 

* Y: Suciti ** Y: yas ; MS/AHN: yat. 

"What is notional distortion? It is any notional construction 

as "it is permanent" with regard to what is impermanent, 
as "it is satisfactory" with regard to what is dissatisfactory, 
as "it is pure" with regard to what is impure, 

as "a self" with regard to what is no self. 

What is doxic distortion? On the basis of precisely such [a notional 

distortion], it is any acceptance, taking pleasure in, [and] insistence 

upon establishing [it as something concretely real] with regard to 

that which has thus been imaginatively constructed by the 

[previous] notion. 

What is psychic distortion? On the basis of precisely such [kinds of 

distortion], it is any psychic dysfunctionality, such as affectionate 

attachment etc. with regard to what is thus insisted upon." 


In MauBh (Y 166,14ff.) follows a still more precise assessment of the 
relationship between the category of viparyasa and that of klesa in terms of a 
threefold distinguishment while taking account of the fact that the category 
of klesaincludes dysfunctions both of fundamental and subordinated 
character: 


' In other scholastic circles the qualification of the viparyasas as samjfia-, citta- and drsti-v. 
had become largely obsolete; for references, cf. SCHERRER-SCHAUB 1991: n. 116. 


2 Ksanti may have a more technical connotation, but for general convenience the term 
‘acceptance’ has been adopted to translate the notion here. 
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— KleSa as avidy@ is characterized as the root of distortions (viparyasa- 
miila); 

— klesa as raga ' and as some forms of drsti is nothing but a distortion; 

— Keéa as pratigha, mana, vicikitsa and the remaining forms of drsti 
consists in subordinated forms of dysfunctions, which may issue forth when a 
given psyche is already affected by primary distortions; hence such a type of 
kleSa is categorized as a homologous issue from a [prior] distortion 
(viparyasa-nisyanda).? 


[Ex. 21] 


Both PSkBh (199b3-7) and PSkU (53b2-4) describe *atmabhavalayanimittata as 
comprising a twofold function of dlayavijfianas’ with regard to the initial 
development of an atmabhava, an individual basis of existence. However, 
there is a slight difference concerning the way in which these texts conceive 
these functional aspects.4 


PSkBh 199b5 says that the individual form of existence (a@tmabhava) is 
founded upon @laya, while its uninterrupted experiential continuity is due to 
the power of dlaya (lus de yan kun gi la gnas Sin kun gZi la brten la kun gZi'i mthus 
rgyun ma chad par ‘byun ste). Due to being both the basis of atmabhava and the 
determinant of atmabhava it is called Glaya. As a latency consisting in the 
potentialities of the five skandhas it constitutes the basis (199b5f.). And it is the 
determinant (nimitta) of the atmabhava, because, after dlayavijiana has merged 
into the mother's womb, the origination and the accomplishment of the 
atmabhava as a proto-psychophysical formation (namariipa) is generated by 
alaya, the potentialized latency (ma’i mnal du kun 92Zi rnam par Ses pas mtshams 
sbyar nas \lus de min dan gzugs ‘byun Zin ‘grub par kun gZis byed pas na lus kyi 
rgyu byed pa'i phyir yan kun g92i Zes bya’o [199b6f.]). Though *-dlayanimitta- has 
been analyzed as a dvandva, it has been described as referring to a functional 
unity: dlayavijiana is, as the foundational latency, the determinant — or 
simply, is the latent determinant — of the individual form of existence. 


1 Because raga implies the distortions of both: regarding the impure as pure and the 
dissatisfactory as satisfactory (cf. Y 166,21f.). 


2 Cf. AK II.57c: nisyando hetusadrSah, "Le fruit semblable a sa cause s'appelle écoulement" 
(Kosa II: 290). 


3 In Alayav.: n. 140 subn. 1, Schmithausen rejects these interpretations of PSkBh and PSkU, 
because, in his view, the interpretation of *-a@layanimitta- as a dvandva is going against the 
etymological character of the PSk-explanation. I do not quite agree with Schmithausen on 
this issue, nor with his interpretation of *-a@layanimitta- as "object of Clinging”. 


4 The fact that Sthiramati differs from PSkBh, instead of commenting upon it, supports the 
assumption (cf. Alayav.: 575f.) that the Bhasya on PSk was not written by Vasubandhu. 
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Sthiramati (PSKU 53b2ff.) does not emphasize dlayaas a basis or 
foundation of the atmabhava in his explicit choice of terminology, though this 
meaning is also clearly implied in his description. As dlayavijfiina joins the 
atmabhava to be latently present in it, and as it is by its power, or by its latent 
potentials, that the atmabhava (= namaripa) is developed, the designation of 
alayavijriana as a potentilized latency is explained (der lus kyi kun g2i nid dan 
rgyu nid kyi phyir Zes bya ba la lus ni min dan gzugs so \\der lus sbyor ste | de’i stobs 
kyis ‘byun bas kun gZi nid ' do). 

After providing his own interpretation, Sthiramati informs us that 
others read? atmamana- instead of atmabhava-. For them the notion of 
atmamandalayanimitta- would refer to the development of self-conceit with 
regard to dlayavijfiana considered as “object of clinging" (S3b5f.: bdag tu na 
rgyal ni ‘di la yul can gyi dnos por sbyor bas kun gzi rnam par Ses pa ni bdag tu na 
rgyal gyi kun gZi‘o \l).3 


[Ex. 22] 


The notion of yogaksema may connote various states of well-being, 
"Wohlbefinden" (TRIPATHI 1962: 84/85; cf. also the second part of Alayav.: n. 
184), whereas ayogaksema refers to the contrary (cf. Alayav.: n. 467: SrBh 257,14: 
dausthulyopagata ayogaksemapatita ... viparinamaduhkhataya; cf. also Alayav.: n. 
490). As the Tibetan grub pa dan bde ba likewise suggests, ksema provides the 
meaning of ‘happiness’ in so far as such is connected with ‘resting’, ‘abiding’, 
‘peace’, etc. (Vksi-: "to abide, remain, be quiet"); hence the connection of 
ayogaksema with frustration, due to the fact that things change, becomes 
intelligible. The sense of ‘well-being’, on the other hand, seems more or less 
to correspond to the notion of 'preservation'.4 


! Probably, fiid is superfluous at this place, because first the next sentence explains the suffix 
-t@ (in the PSk-definition) as referring to the state of latency (de’i dnos po ni kun gi nid do 
[= * tadbhava Glayata}). 


2 PSkU 53b4: gzan nas de géan du ‘byun ba ste. 


3 Apparently this deviant interpretation recorded by Sthiramati had its share in assisting 
Schmithausen's understanding of *atmabhavalayanimitta- as “object of Clinging to personal 
existence" (Alayav. : n. 140). 


4 According to NORMAN (1969: 128) the interpretation of yogaksema (cf. also M. 
BLOOMFIELD, A Vedic Concordance, s.v.) as a dvandva is the oldest one attestable, whereby 
the compound had the sense of "acquisition and possession, getting and keeping, exertion 
and rest/peace” (cf. also PTSD). Only later, so Norman, a tatpurusa-interpretation ("peace 
from acquisition/bondage” [yoga = ogha]}) has asserted itself and semantically both the 
compound as well as ksema alone became synonymous with nirvana/nibbana (cf. also 
BHSD s.v. yogaksema). It is the question what "later" here may mean, given the occurrence 
of yogakkhema, already in the Majjhimanikaya, in a sequence of notions adumbrating 
nibbana, in course of a first person account by the Buddha bearing on his search and 
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In the case of the present passage, SCHMITHAUSEN's (Alayav. § 2.8) 
translation "in the sense of sharing its destiny" (cf. also Siddhi: 125: 
"partageant son destin bon ou mauvais"; similar LAMOTTE, MSgr;;15) of 
ekayogaksemarthena is based on an explanation of the term anyonya- 
yogaksema in Y 24,16f. (cf. Alayav.: n.184). 

The expression anyonyanuvidhana is employed by Vasubandhu in a 
thematically related (however, non-dlayavijfiana) context in AKBh 23,17: 


upattam iti ko ‘rthah | yac cittacaittair adhisthanabhavenopagrhitam 
anugrahopaghatabhyam anyonyanuvidhanat | 

“What does it mean that 'it is assimilated’? 

That something has been adopted by the psyche and its psychic 
factors as a physical basis, for they (i.e., the psychical and the 
physical) conform to each other in well-being and harm." 


The term ekayogaksemartha (or: ekayogaksematva), though essentially describing 
the same state of affairs, does not so much emphasize the (nevertheless 
implied) mutual correlatedness between the assimilated physical and the 
assimilating psychical in terms of good and bad, shared as a common lot, as 
it stresses the fact that they form a single functional unit (eka...artha/°tva). 
Accordingly the expression ‘a single unit in accomplishment and well- 
being/preservation' has been preliminary coined (with the reservation that 
further investigation may be necessary). 


attainment of peace (... ajatam/ajaram/asankilittham anuttaram yogakkhemam nibbanam ; MN 
I: 163ff.). Occurrences with the same denotative value are likewise found in Sn, SN and 
AN. Both these modes of using of yogaksema occur early. Perhaps they do rather reflect a 
sociological dichotomy: for the Brahmanic society yogaksema had the connotation of 
‘acquisition of property and possessive preservation of the same as a means of well-being’, 
whereas the Sramanas, having said ‘Good bye to all that’, interpreted it as ‘peace from 
bondage’, and in this sense as ‘ultimate well-being’. 

It is nevertheless obvious that the interpretation of yogaksema as a dvandva has been 
kept alive also in the Buddhist tradition. And when its Tibetan translation was coined, in 
collaboration with Indian scholars, the semantic emphasis has indeed still been that of 
“accomplishment and well-being". Its inclusion in enumerations (emphasizing “desires") 
like ... arthakamo hitakamah sukhakamah sparsakamah yogaksemakamah ... (cf. TRIPATHI 1962: 
84 n.2) refers to the same semantic field rather than suggesting yogaksema as a synonym of 
nirvana. This evidence may likewise point to context-bound specific lines of interpretation. 

Specifying in Samdh V.3 the psycho-somatic functional unity of 
sentient beings seems to indicate that the dvandva yogaksema has been appropriated and 
endowed with a new connotative shade by a certain group of scholars. 


1.C.3 APPLYING THE CRITERION OF 
Alayav. § 1.7.2) TO SAMDH V.3 
AND CONTEXTUALIZING THE 
INTRODUCTORY PASSAGE OF 
alayavijnana. 


66. Independent of whether “a@layana-pralayana- in Samdh V.3 originally 
referred to a pair of synonyms expressing essentially the same function of 
alayavijnana, or to two distinct (though related) aspects, the expression itself is 
a clear attempt to communicate an understanding of why the novel 
consciousness is one that is called a@layavijriana. In the words of Schmithausen, 
it is "the oldest extant explanation, or at least explicit explanation, of its 
literal meaning" (Alayav. § 2.8). Essentially fulfilling the criterion of Alayav. § 
1.7(2), Samdh V.3 clarifies its choice of the term dlayavijfiana by explaining an 
essential part of its function in a “quasi-etymological" manner. 

Thereby, Samdh V.3 has, in fact, likewise introduced a particular 
fashion of explaining the notion of dlaya-. We might designate this mode as a 
"quasi-etymological" explanation (nirukti), or as an explanation qua 
hermeneutical etymology (cf. SEYFORT RUEGG 1998: 119n. 9). Subsequently, it 
has been customary for Yogacara-Vijianavadins to employ this method. But 
as we have already seen, the aspects emphasized, while semantically 
adumbrating 4dlayavijfiana in this fashion, were not necessarily the same as 
those that had been pointed out in Samdh V.3. It is also significant that, 
historically speaking, @layavijfiana becomes the dominant name for the newly 
introduced consciousness only after the Samdhinirmocanasitra. The prefered 
designation in this siitra is adanavijriana. We will return to this issue below. 

While the novelty of the subliminal consciousness receiving the three 
names (sarvabijakam) cittam, ada@navijfana and dlayavijfiana has been explicitly 
indicated in Samdh V,!_ the quasi-etymological explanations of the functions 
they refer to indicate that the term @layavijfiana has here been employed to 
designate only one of its particular functional aspects. Nevertheless, we 
may perhaps synecdochically (pars pro toto) speak of an introduction of 
alayavifiana in the Samdhinirmocanasitra. But the overall significance of this 
subliminal consciousness, which is also (kyan) called dlayavijfiana, cannot be 
understood by merely looking at the passage defining dlayavijriana. 


67. Before the criterion of Alayav. § 1.7(1) is taken into consideration, I 
want to clarify my understanding of the context of Samdh V.2-3 and the 
question concerning the explicitness of introducing the new consciousness as 
a novel one. As Schmithausen has interpreted Samdh V in a way that clearly 


! As will be addressed below in § 72. 
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serves to back up the hypothesis of his Initial Passage, his views naturally 
differ significantly from mine. 

A straightforward presentation of my perception follows in the next 
sections, accompanied by some background information, supportive 
evidence, and critical discussions (necessarily with constant reference to 
Schmithausen's interpretations) in the notes. 


68. As referred to, the term Glayavijfiana has not been introduced in frag- 
mentary isolation, but in a thoughtfully prepared text passage as a member 
of a threefold adumbrative complex. [see Ex. 23] 


This indicates that the hitherto completely unknown concept of 
dlayavijnana attains its own merits only when it is complemented, in the 
introductory context of Samdh V.2-3, by the functional aspects of 

both (a)  adanavijfiana [see Ex. 24] 
and (b)  citta. [see Ex. 25] . 


Contextually employed to reflect (qua hermeneutic etymology) their 
phenomenological functions, the latter two notions provided connotational 
shades that were not immediately covered by the associative field of the 
term dilaya. It was evidently felt that, without indicating these, the concept of 
alayavijnana! alone would be unable to connote all the functional aspects 
needed to complete the new type of consciousness, and would tend 
to create problems of understanding rather than fulfilling the task of solving 
phenomenological aporias. 


69. The concept of dlayavijfiana as a consciousness associated with all bijas 
solves only one problem within the larger intentional horizon of the 
Samdhinirmocanasiitra. The context from which the model of dlayavijfiana 
evolved, and against which it asserted itself, was the Early Yogacara bi-polar 
bija-model. As regards the transition from the older model to the new one, 
we might look for indications of the actual "point of transition" and ask: 
where is the older model most closely related to the dlayavijfiana-model? 
Where could the bi-polar bija-model link up with, and perhaps even glide 
over into, the alayavijnana-model? 

The Early Yogacara bi-polar bija-model could not yet employ the 
concept of a sarvabijakam vijfianam. But the vijfiana existing in ariipyadhatu came 
very close to being a sarvabijakam vijfianam. It is hereby already a sort of 
proto-sarvabijakam vijfianam. The step that most easily led from the "pre- 


consisted in actually conceiving, as Samdh V.2 did, the previous proto- 
sarvabijakam vijnanam asa proper sarvabijakam vijfianam. [see Ex. 26] 


' The same would be valid for sarvabijakam cittam and adanavijfiana, keeping the rhetorical 
framework of a Mahayanasitra in view. 
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70. However little this step was for the conception of @riipyadhatu, it had 
considerable consequences for the manner of how the other two dhatus had to 
be conceived. As soon as the phenomenological description, metaphorically 
speaking, followed the consciousness that happened to descend into 
kamadhatu and ritpadhatu, both of these dhatus had likewise to be described, in 
accordance with the Samdhinirmocanasitra's general ontology, as arising on 
the basis of factors located in consciousness. 

Accordingly, what is performed in Samdh V.3 is the task of 
consistently conceptualizing this step in its triple functional diversification. 
The descent into kamadhatu, into the sphere of drives, entailed the program of 
developing lusty and and aggressive bodies as instruments for feeding upon 
each other in order to generate the states of consciousness pertaining to that 
stage of evolution. And it is in relation to these bodies that the conception of 
the new type of consciousness became most obvious in its total implication, 
the impact of which will be concisely reviewed at this point. [see Ex. 27] 

After referring (at the beginning of Samdh V.2) to the circumstances 
that sentient beings — while "transmigrating" [see Ex. 28] in samsara — are 
apt to enter into six principal modes of existence (gati),!_ the text continues: 


"In this way, the psyche associated with all potentialities (sarvabija- 
kam cittam) is repotentializing (its propensities), is merging (into a 
basis-of-existence), attains growth (from kalala to namariipa), is 
sprouting forth (as ayatana) and spreading out (into experiences: 
sparSa-vedana-trsna-upadana-bhava),2 on the basis of a twofold 
assimilation, [i.e.] (1) on the basis of an assimilation of the sensory 
capacities together with [their organic] basis and (2) on the basis of an 
assimilation of the impregnated propensities for the proliferation of 


In contrast to MauBh (Y 195,8 - paricasu gatisu paficavidham janma - speaks of five forms 
of rebirth in five modes of existence, i.e., those of hell-beings, pretas, animals, human 
beings and gods; cf. also, e.g., Y 44,16) as well as in contrast to post-Samdh Y.-V. texts (e.g. 
MSABh 22,5f; MAVT 151,1f. [durgatayo narakah pretas tiryaticag ca] & 151,7f. [sugatir deva 
manusyas ca); ASg 27,15/ASp 28,25), the Samdhinirmocanasittra promotes the model that 
divides samsara into six gatis. It is not easy to decide whether this contrast reflects the 
leanings of different schools; for example, a difference of preference between the 
Miilasarvastivadins (< Sarvastivadins) and the Mahasanghikas. For a lucid documentation 
of the scholastic and textual constellations regarding the issue of paricagatika samsara versus 
sadgatika samsara, see Traité IV: 1956f. Though the Mahdydnasiitras may frequently shift 
between five and six gatis even within a single text, both the Madhyamika and the 
Yogacara(-Vijfianavada) scholars have clearly favoured the fivefold version of samsara (cf. 
op. cit.: 1957); see also DANTINNE 1983: 217f. note "m" 


2 Samdh V.2: ‘di Itar len pa rnam pa gris po ... la brten (BoBhVinSg 'i 58a5: brten) nas | sa 
bon thams cad pa‘i sems rnam par smin cin ‘jug la rgyas sin ‘phel ba dan yans par ‘gyur ro; cf. 
Alayav.: n. 508: *... [sarvabijakam cittam (HB)] vipacyate sammircchati vrddhim viriidhim 
vipulatam apadyate. 

The materials added in parentheses in the translation do merely represent my preliminary 
attempt to understand these stages as related to the pratityasamutpada formula. 
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conventional reality within characteristic determinants, names and 
constructions. ! 


Thereby, both [kinds of] assimilation are found in riipadhatu, 


whereas in driipyadhatu, assimilation does not exist in form of both 
[kinds].2 


[Now, as concerns "linking-up” into kamadhatu:] 


That (= sarvabijakam) consciousness is also called 'Appropriating 
Consciousness’ (@danavijfiana) with reference to the fact that its 
physical organism is appropriated and kept assimilated by it.3 


It is also called "Latent Consciousness’ (@layavijriana) with reference 

to the fact of its being latently present and getting absorbed within 
this [biophysical] organism as a single unit in accomplishment and 
well-being.4 

It is also called ‘the Psyche' (citta) with reference to the fact that it is 
present as assembled (Acita) and accumulated (upacita) by [previous 
experiences of] sensory forms, sounds, smells, tastes, body-sensations 
and dharmas."5 


71. Samdh V, the introductory chapter of a subliminal consciousness, has 
been concerned with describing a potentialized and latent stream of 
consciousness, which, as a separate continuum, generates and interacts with 
actualized modes of psychical and physical manifestation. It did not yet 
endow 4layavijfiana/adainavijnana with a cognitive function in the proper sense. 
This happens first in Samdh VIII.37.1.1, where this function is described as 
the "steady, though not consciously experienced, noetic constitution of 
participated surroundings” (“asamvidita-sthira-bhajana-vijfiapti).6 The concept- 
ion of such a subliminal consciousness naturally rejects the naive and 
sophisticated realist, who would assert the world to be “always already 
there", and would consider specific cognitions, however diversified even 
with regard to the same object, to presuppose it. Here in the Samdhinirmocana- 


1Samdh V.2: rten dan bcas pa'i dban po gzugs can len pa dan | mtshan ma dan min dan rnam 
par rtog pa la tha sfiad ‘dogs pa’i spros pa'i bag chags len pa. See hereto, Alayav. §§ 4.4.2ff. 


2 Le., in aripyadhatu there is no "assimilation/appropriation of the sensory capacities 
together with [their organic] basis"; cf. also Alayav. § 4.4.3 & n. 520. 


3 For a short contextualizing clarification of this definition, see: Ex. 24. 
4 For the Tib. text and its Skt. reconstruction, cf. above, § 65. 
5 For a short contextualizing clarification of this definition, see: Ex. 25. 


© Cf. Alayav.: ns. 629, 628; §§ 5.5.1 + 5.6.1. Though Schmithausen places this evidence into 
the horizon of his historical reconstruction, he clearly shares the view that "the new 
subliminal kind of vijfiana is explicitly understood as a veritable vijfiana" (§ 5.5.1) for the 
first time in the 8th chapter of Samdh. 
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siitra, a "passive"! layer of cognitive constitution has been conceived to 
account for the surroundings to be "always already there" as something in 
which reflectively actualized consciousness is always already participating. 
Since this level of noetic constitution is thus one which is not intentionally 
accomplished by the active efforts of one's will,? and since it continues 
uninterruptedly,3 what is presented by it to form the background that is 
embedding specific cognitive actualizations is hardly ever consciously 
experienced as being constituted by consciousness as well.4 


72. The formal shape of Samdh V conforms to the sitra's general stylistic 
pattern of starting a chapter with the formulation of an inquiry concerning a 
topic that had remained enigmatic or problematic. Thus introduced, the 
substantial part of the given chapter provides a detailed clarification of its 
indicated thematic horizon, often speaking in terms of new interpretations 
and with a pronounced tendency to elaborate hermeneutic positions 
intended to serve as a new paradigm of Mahayana. A gatha, or a set of gathas, 
at the end authenticates the aforesaid.5 

At the beginning of the chapter V, the Bodhisattva Visalamati enters 
the stage and wishes to know what sort of knowledge the Buddha had 
referred to when referring to Bodhisattvas competent in those points of citta, 
manas and vijfiana that were kept secret or concealed (guhya). Evidently this 


1 "Passive" is here meant in contrast to ‘voluntarily intended’, not to indicate that this layer is 
without any activity. To the ordinary consciousness, i.e., from a reflectively actualized 
point of view, the subliminal layer appears as passive. 


2 Since the subliminal consciousness represents a prereflective level; according to Samdh 
V.4, the reflective level of consciousness in form of manovijnana arises from the subliminal 
consciousness to constitute a level of its own, functioning simultaneously with the level of 
sensory consciousness. 


3In Samdh V.7, the analogy of a streaming flow (... ogho yatha vartati) has been used to 
describe the uninterruptedness of adanavijfiana/dlayavijfnana. And already the Pravrtti 
Portion (zi 463; VinSgy; I.1.b.A.2) replaces the connotation asamvuidita-sthirabhajanavijnapti 
with a phenomenologically more precise characterization, when coining the notion of an 
aparicchinakara-bhajana-vijfapti. See also the important note Alayav: n. 634. 


4 The occidental world of philosophy had to wait for about 1700 years before this 
phenomenological layer of "passive constitution" had been discovered by Edmund Husserl 
in the 1920's. Most of his pertinent investigations were published only posthumously from 
his Nachlass in the second part of the 20th century. It is therefore no wonder that these 
researches have hardly been assimilated by contemporary buddhologists. 


5 In Samdh VII (comprising in Lamotte's edition 33 paragraphs) the g@thas do not occur at 
the end, but constitute § 24, and in Samdh X (13 paragraphs) the gathas occur at the end of 
§ 8. This may, perhaps, formally demonstrate the supplementary character of the materials 
still following upon the respective gathas. Although the stra as a whole displays a unitive 
intentional framework, and although we can hardly assume a large temporal gap between 
its composition and its complete inclusion in VinSg, a structural analysis will be necessary 
in order to investigate the compositional details. 
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literary device! serves to excite the listener's/reader's attention so as to 
provoke a state of eager anticipation. He is supposed to expect something 
novel. The literary device unmistakably introduces an interpretation of 
consciousness unheard of before. 

The intentional character of this introductory setting is reconfirmed by 
the closure of the chapter summing up Samdh V with what amounts to a sort 
of historical reflection on the nature of its contents. Here, in form of a (by 
now) famous stanza, it is plainly admitted that the new concept of a 
subliminal consciousness had indeed not been disclosed to public circles 
prior to the discourse in Samdh V: 

balana eso mayi na prakasi 
ma haiva atma parikalpayeyuh || 
{Samdh V.7cd; Skt. acc. to TrBh *34,3] 
"Not did I reveal this one to naive people, 
Lest they would construct it as a substantial self." 


As a closure, these lines — orchestrated as the Buddha's articulation of his 
previous hesitation to teach the notion of a subliminal consciousness? — 
reconnect with the beginning of the chapter and thereby form the 
programmatic framework for the whole of its contents The sutra 
explicitly documents itself as the text that marks the historical origin 
of a new type of consciousness.4 The rarity of such instances may be taken to 


1Cf. also Ex. 25. 


2 As the rhetoric goes: due to his apprehension that such a notion of consciousness might 
have become subjected to immature interpretations that would advocate it as a substantial 
self, he has not earlier disclosed the notion of a subliminal consciousness. It is likewise 
clear from this assertion that the anonymous author(s), who staged the Buddha in Samdh 
were perfectly aware of the fact that his/their introduction of such a subliminal type of 
consciousness was a historical novelty, and that it could only succeed when emanating 
from the mouth of a Buddha. 


3 We have to keep in view that Samdh V accords with the Samdhinirmocanasitra's 
conception of itself as the Third Turning of the Wheel, a conception which is remarkable 
for its discernible historical undertones. See also below § 75. 


4 Instead of understanding these padas of the gatha as the orchestrated articulation of the 
Buddha's hesitation concerning the impartation of the novel concept at a historically earlier 
point of time, Alayav. § 3.11.6 develops a peculiar line of interpretation: on the basis of his 
presupposition that dlayavijfiana had already been introduced prior to Samdh, 
Schmithausen draws the reader's attention to his "problem" of how to conceive a historical 
perspective for the development of the notion of 'I' with regard to d@layavijriana (cf. also 
Alayav.: n. 395). And it is in this respect that Schmithausen ponders that the gatha Samdh 
V.7 may "be taken to indicate that such an idea had not yet developed”. 

It is certainly correct that this gatha also implicitly indicates that no reflection 
conceiving the presence of an adana-/alayavijfiana as a principle of substantial identity had 
developed before the composition of the Samdhinirmocanasiitra. Yet, the gatha does actually 
document another danger: it documents the danger that, unless the very conception of such 
a consciousness is accompanied with an explicit warning against doing so, 4layavijriana 
might easily be substantialized into a principle of subjective identity. That is, up to the 
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demonstrate the far-reaching consequences, which the introduction of a 
fundamentally new concept of consciousness implied for a buddhological 
audience. And I wonder how a scriptural product within this traditional 
context could have more readily admitted that a novel terminology had 
been introduced? [see Ex. 29] 


Explications 
[Ex. 23] 


The significance, and the necessity, of introducing such an altogether new 
type of subliminal consciousness in the careful structual manner as it appears 
in Samdh V has unfortunately not been recognized (or, at least, not been 
accepted) by Schmithausen. His focus seems to rest on the philologically 
designative surface, when he thinks (Alayav. § 1.6.4) that "it would seem 
improbable that one single new concept should have been given two new 
names right from the outset”. 

But if we try to look at the structural significance of each of the 
three terms, which enable us to understand the single new notion of a 
subliminal consciousness by designating three fundamentally important 
aspects of the same, it may perhaps not be too difficult to realize the intention 
of Samdh V.3. 


composition of the Samdhinirmocanasitra, the conceptual framework of buddhological 
thought left little room for an authoritative justification of the phenomenological notion of 
a substantial self in any form. It was felt, however, that the introduction of such a novel 
type of consciousness as the adana-/alayavijfiana might entail the danger of promoting the 
hypostatization of the same as some form of a self unless, right from the beginning, 
attempts of doing so be anticipated and identified as illegitimate. 

Again, this instance shows, from another perspective, that it was not at all easy 
within the buddhological context to simply introduce such an ontological and 
phenomenological innovation as the alayavijnana, but various precautions had been called 
for. Furthermore, we may learn from this explicit rhetoric device that it was the 
Samdhinirmocanasiitra which, with adequate circumspection, took upon itself the 
responsibility of doing so. 

However, as regards Schmithausen's "objective basis of the notion of ‘I’ in the sense 
of the ordinary, spontaneous, unreflected, non-speculative notion of ‘I (Alayav. 
§ 3.11.6), it was not at all necessary to wait for the introduction of alayavijfiana to identify 
one's "spontaneous, non-conceptual feeling of Ego" (Alayav.: n. 395) with a conceptual 
entity. It was also not uncommon in non-Y.-V. contexts to identify the referential locus of 
such an instinctive and popular notion of egological identity with cittam (cf., e.g., PIERIS 
1980: 217ff.; AKVy 24,22. [glossing ‘adhyatmikam']: atmasabdo hi cittam atmety upacaryata 
iti vaksyate. atmani adhi adhyatmam). Needless to say, Schmithausen knows this quite well; 
and whatever be the conclusions one may eventually arrive at, the materials presented in 
Alayav. § 7.1A.2.2 on the development of the notion of "Ego" with regard to alayavijfiana 
are indispensible for any future research. 
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Sustaining (since 1969) the hypothesis that Glayavijiana means a 
"consciousness sticking in/to" may have made it indeed difficult for 
Schmithausen to perceive how such a type of consciousness could be 
meaningfully correlated to the other two aspects of sarvabijakam cittam, 
least of all in the context of their original inception. And, if what first has 
been announced as a mere hypothesis, viz. that dlayavijfiana had been 
introduced in the Yogacarabhimi before its occurrence in the Samdhinirmocana- 
sitra, is later on simply taken as the presupposition on the basis of which the 
evidence in Samdh V is interpreted, the very possibility of perceiving the 
initial conception of the new consciousness to be concerned with the integral 
introduction of its three, and structurally inseparable, parts has been 
excluded on purely methodological grounds. 

As I have already demonstrated the invalidity of exactly that 
hypothetical basis for Schmithausen's evaluation of Samdh V, it would make 
no sense for me to return to a pre-critical state of formally accepting his basic 
assumption for the sake of investigating the stringency of each single 
assertion based upon it. 

Instead of acknowledging that the Samdhinirmocanasittra passage is 
adumbrating sarvabijakam cittam by adanavijfiana, alayavijfiana and citta to form 
(as designations for specific hermeneutico-etymologically glossed functional 
aspects)an integral and original assertion of the siitra, we note that 
Schmithausen interpretes dlayavijfiana and adanavijfiana as indicators of a sort 
of interscholastic conflict (cf. Alayav. § 3.9.2.4 + n. 334; § 3.9.2.6). That 
is, he does not regard these terms as connoting different aspects of an 
intrinsic structural unity, a view certainly expressed in such _post- 
Samdhinirmocanasitra scholastic treatises as, e.g., the Mahayanasamgraha, the 
Abhidharmasamuccaya(bhasya) and Vasubandhu's Paricaskandhaprakarana (i.e., by 
texts which, in spite of sharing some common ground, do nevertheless differ 
considerably in their interpretative organization of the details). 

According to Alayav. § 1.6.4, adanavijfiana has been coined in the 
Samdhinirmocanasitra: But 

".. in one passage it is stated to be also called ‘alayavijnana’. This 

looks like an "inclusivistic" identification of the Sutra's own 

concept with analready existing concept of another, somehow 

related but perhaps also rivalling group" (ibid.).! 


Invoking Hacker's theory of "inclusivism", Schmithusen provides himself 
with the possibility of interpreting the structural composition of Samdh V.3 
as a superficial accomodation of two concepts, similar in meaning, but 
pertaining to different scholastic fractions. In other words, in Schmithausen's 
view, if I understand his indications correctly, Samdh V.3 is not so much the 


! Apart from acknowledging that dlayavijfiana occurs at more than one place in Samdh, 
Alayav.: n. 118 supplements this assertion with additional speculations about possible oral 
traditions concerning ddanavijiana and this concept's seemingly presupposing, yet 
superseding, the rival concept of alayavijriana. 
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product of an integral philosophical reflection as it is the result of 
interfractional politics involving competing groups, one group promoting 
the notion of adanavijfiana, the other group defending that of @layavijfana, and 
both concepts being reconciled in the Samdhinirmocanasitra as a sort of 
compromise, if not a political contract, within a common socio-religious 
setting. 

However, the formulation of the first part of his statement, i.e. the basis 
for his conclusion, is already misleading in so far as it suggested 
adainavijnana to have also been called 4layavijfiana. Contrary to 
Schmithausen's assertion, Samdh V.2-3 clearly refers to sarvabijakam cittam as 
the notion, which has also been called respectively adanavijnana, alayavijfiina 
and citta. And what we find here are neither the patches and scars stemming 
from the philosophical struggle between rivalling theories arbitrarily 
reconciled in contests of ‘inclusivistic' assimilations, nor meaningless 
redundancies of conceptual reduplication, but certainly, and here I seem to 
essentially agree with Schmithausen, a response addressing historically 
arisen phenomenological aporias. Yet the philological and idea-historical 
evidence forces me to interpret this response as the integral expression of a 
profound philosophical responsibility taking place within a framework that 
is very self-conscious about its originality. 


Nevertheless, like Schmithausen, I am convinced that the Samdhi- 
nirmocanasitra is closely related to the Basic Section of the Yogacarabhiimi, even 
in the sense that the philosophical milieu associated with the Basic Section has 
considerably contributed to generating the necessary tension that made the 
formulation of another phenomenological understanding of consciousness 
inevitable. But the tension was not just related to a single issue. And, as I see 
it, it could expand only because it was related to a whole complex of 
correlated problems which needed a fundamentally new ontological basis to 
be adequately addressed. This will be further elaborated when discussing 
Alayav. § 1.711) ad Samdh V.3. 


[Ex. 24] 


In the form of a concise, yet comprehensive, discussion (supplied with a 
substantial collection of pertinent philological materials in the correlated 
footnotes) Alayav. § 3.9.2.5 outlines the semantic field of the term adanavijfiana. 

The specific operational situation of adanavijfiana is circumscribed by 
the moment when the ‘appropriation of a new organism at rebirth’ takes 
place or, in the words of Schmithausen, the "taking possession ofa 
new body or (basis-of-personal-) existence at the moment of Linking up 
(pratisandhi)". Just as ASBh 11,12f. says (to provide a scholastic definition for 
the sake of terminological synchronization): 


Samdh's Initiative: Contextualizing Samdh V.3: Ex. 24 143 


"Since, again and again, it assimilates an individual form of existence 
in connection with taking rebirth ("Linking-up"), it is [designated] as 
‘Appropriating Consciousness’ (@danavijriana)." 


As this definition shows, there is a semantic affinity between adana- and 
upadana, a fact which has also been elaborated in Alayav. § 3.9.2.5.1 And, 
essentially, I agree with Schmithausen's determination that their connotative 
field may overlap to some extent, while for each term a certain field remains 
untouched by the other. Let me briefly restate the connotative contrast 
between upadaina and adana in my own terms. Subsequently, the functional 
range of a@danavijriana in the Samdhinirmocanasitra will be problematized. 

Without touching, at this point, my basic agreement with Schmit- 
hausen's differentiation of the terms adana- and upadana-, it seems likewise 
possible to express the particular nature of their connotational difference by 
designating the semantic ranges as, respectively, 'appropriating /appropria- 
tion’ (adana) and ‘assimilating/assimilation’ (upadana) in English.” 


1 While " 'taking possession’ is certainly the primary function referred to by the term 
adanavijfana", it "may, in addition, allude _ to other kinds of ‘taking’, too, especially to 
biological appropriation designated by the related term upadana" (Alayav. § 3.9.2.5). 
Distinguishing between these two functions, SCHMITHAUSEN (ibid.) says: 
"On the one hand, "taking possession specifically refers to the initial moment of an 
existence, whereas biological appropriation [...] refers to keeping corporeal 
matter appropriated throughout life.On the other hand - and this is more 
important - "taking possession" is applicable to existence in the immaterial 
world-sphere (@ripyadhatu) as well, where biological appropriation - referring as 
it does, to corporeal matter - does not, of course, occur." 


2 To illustrate the difference in a general way: 

It is not on the basis of meanings such as “laying hold of" or "grasping" that, e.g., 
the well-known connotation of upadana as “fuel” (indhana; cf. PTS/CPD/COP) can be 
understood. Fire does not grasp or take hold of wood, but burns it, i.e. assimilates it, turns 
it into fire. Likewise the upadana-skandhas are not said to be the "fuel" of samsara, because 
someone takes hold of the skandhas, but because both biological assimilation and the 
psychological assimilation of experiences is what keeps up existential becoming. Without 
such assimilations there is no existence; due to the cessation of assimilating ("feeding on") 
experiences, existential becoming ceases (upadane asati bhavo na bhavati, upadananirodhad 
bhavanirodhah, SWTF/CPD s.v. upadana-nirodha). We may _physically/biologically 
assimilate food to keep up the body; but if we speak of assimilating, e.g., a text, it is meant 
that we psychologically assimilate the contents (and this act, in fact, is correlated to our 
prestructure of understanding —: more generally expressed, things are not just "digested", 
but used to build up, and keep up, systems of organization displaying possible degrees of 
similarity with the dispositional prestructures designing the systems). 

On the other hand, turning to adana- (from 4-da-, cf. SWTF s.v.; CPD/DOP s.v. 
adiyati, "take, take to oneself, seize, appropriate, grasp [also metaphorically]), one may 
speak of ‘appropriating something that has not been given’ (adattadana; pa. adinnadana), or 
of appropriating some property, let's say, a house or a garden — but one cannot assimilate 
those latter things. One may, however, psychologically assimilate the experience of the 
friendly atmosphere of a house and a garden. Still, the fact that what is referred to by 
‘appropriating /appropriation’ and ‘assimilating/assimilation’ may actually overlap in a 
unitive experience (in spite being likewise characterizable from different points of view) is 
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Thus, the range where adana and upadana semantically extend into the 
same field is indicated by the circumstance that consciousness may either be 
said to ‘appropriate’ — in the sense of ‘assuming as its own’ — or to 
‘assimilate’ — biologically and as cognitive experience! — a body, or an 
individual form of existence. This implies that adanavijfiaina is not temporally 
restricted to only the very focal point of appropriating a new physical basis in 
the normative context of pratisandhi,2, but may very well be regarded to 
signify a consciousness which keeps its individual form of existence 
appropriated,orrather assimilated, throughout life. 

It is indeed only on the basis of such an interpretation that the gatha in 
Samdh V.7 (@danavijfiana ... ogho yatha vartati sarvabijo) makes sense, while the 


clear when considering, for example, the difference and (at least possible) non-difference 
between the connotations of “appropriating ideas" and “assimilating ideas”. 


! AKBh, as a critical summary of the broader Sarvastivada tradition, and AS(Bh), as a post- 
Samdh summary of the Yogac@rabhiimi, generally agree in considering upatta 
("assimilated") as a technical designation in Abhidharma for what popularly is called 
"sentient" or "living" (AKBh 23,17: yal loke sacetanam [= sajivam; AKVy 66,4] ity ucyate). 
Any sensory /physical form on the basis of which a feeling arises that is called"assimilated” 
(yad riipam @$ritya vedanotpadyate tad upattam ity ucyate; ASBh § 43 glossing ASc 
28,3f./ASp 29,23f.: vedanotpattyasrayariipata upattam drastavyam). 

As we have seen above (in Ex. 22), Vasubandhu, after defining upatta as the riipa 
that has been appropriated (i.e. "made their own", svikrta) by the psyche and the psychic 
factors (yac cittacaittair adhisthanabhavenopagrhitam), adds the explanatory remark that 
psychological experience and somatic embodiment influence each other, i.e., they are 
mutually conforming to each other in benefit and harm (anugrahopaghatabhyam 
anyonyanuvidhanat; AKBh 23,17). Accordingly, the mental factors by themselves are not 
regarded as upatta. But the sensory capacities, though only in the very moment they 
produce a sensation, are considered to be upatta. Ripa, rasa, gandha and sprastavya are 
likewise "assimilated" as long as they are experientially not separated from the sensory 
capacities (as, e.g., hairs and fingernails, which can be cut off without pain, already are) 
(AKBh 23,13ff.: tatra caksuhsrotraghranajihvakayah pratyutpanna upattah | atitanagata 
anupattah | ritpagandharasasprastavyadhatavah pratyutpanna indriyavinirbhagina upattah). 

It is admittedly not quite clear to me why Vasubandhu here explains sabda to be 
anupatta (AKBh 23,11 ad AK I.14c), after having explained it as eightfold at AKBh 6,24ff 
(ad AK I1.9b), where the category of sound as upatta has been included. That this eightfold 
categorization of sabda is essentially twofold — consisting in upatta and anupitta — is 
confirmed, e.g., by Skandhila (PrAAy 82,31f.: sgra ni zin pa dan ma zin pa’i ‘byun ba chen 
po'i bye brag gis rnam pa gnis so, “by disguishing the elementary material components as 
either assimilated or non-assimilated sound is twofold"; cf. also VAN VELTHEM 1977: 4f.). 


2 Although, as emphasized by Schmithausen, this is the most "significant" situation for 
adanavijfana to express the function designated by its name (i.e., this function of 
sarvabijakam vijfianam in the pratisandhi-context has most probably led to call it by the 
name of @da@na vijnana). 


3 That is, and this difference is crucial, while the function of holding on to the physical 
organism until death (cf. also Alayav. n. 344) may be relegated to @danavijfiana, the active 
performance of the assimilative process, as Schmithausen (Alayav. § 3.9.2.5) has made 
lucidly clear, seems never to be expressed by the semantic connotations of adana/atta, but 
always by those of upadana/upatta. 
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very introductory passage of adanavijfiana in Samdh V.3 explicitly includes the 
information that — after having appropriated (atta) an organic basis — the 
body that develops is kept assimilated (upatta = blans) by that consciousness.! 
This introductory passage of adanavijfiana — its definition being context- 
adequately geared to a hermeneutical etymology (nirukta) — reads as follows 
(the Skt. reconstruction being substantially? based on Schmithausen's in 
Alayav.: n. 352): 


rnam par Ses pa de ni len pa‘i rnam par Ses pa Zes kyan bya ste | ' 


di ltar des lus ‘di bzun Zin blans pa'‘i phyir ro [Samdh V.3] 
(* tad vijnanam adanavijnanam ity apy ucyate, yad uta tenasya 
kayasyattopattatam upadiya) 


"That (= sarvabijakam) consciousness is also called 
'‘Appropriating Consciousness’ with reference to the fact that 
its physical organism is appropriated and kept assimilated by it." 


Sthiramati (TrBh *52,18f.) quotes another gatha, of unclear origin,? which like- 
wise implies the term ddanavijfiana to generally denote the sarvabijakam 


vijnanam, without being restricted to the situation of "Linking-up" a new 
basis-of-existence: 


jrieyam adanavijfiinam dvayavaranalaksanam | 

sarvabijam klesabijam bandhas tatra dvayor dvayoh // 
“Appropriating consciousness is to be known 

as characterized by two obstructions: 

Being seed of all, seed of dysfunctions — 

[And] through both of these, thereby, are both those* bound." 


While the Samdhinirmocanasitra and other texts document that the term 
adanavijfiana has also been used to generally refer to the subliminal stream of 
consciousness without emphasizing a@danavijfana's "primary" referential 
connotation (related to the moment of Linking-up a new body), it is a 
problematic issue whether the evidence of Samdh V.2-3 can be interpreted as 
documenting that adanavijnina has been endowed with a functional com- 
petence in ariipyadhatu. 


1Cf. also Alayav.: ns. 345, 348. 


2 For some reason, Schmithausen omits vijfianam, at the beginning of his Skt. 
reconstruction, and he retranslates tad @danavijfianam .. instead of tad vijfianam 
adanavijnanam ... . 

3 The lost Abhidharmasiitra might be considered as a possible source. 


4 According to Sthiramati's commentary (TrBh *52,20), "both those" refers to respectively 
the Sravaka and the Bodhisattva for whom either klesavarana alone, or both klesavarana 
and jfieyavarana, form the obstructions by which he is "bound" (and to be liberated from). 
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As has been referred to, at the end of Alayav. § 3.9.2.5, Schmithausen 
positively assumes this to be the case.! His peculiar "historical perspectives" 
bearing on dlayavijriana/@danavijnana may have influenced this acceptance. One 
could argue that, having reduced the initial function of Glayavijfiana to 
"sticking and hiding", Schmithausen now needs a historical horizon for 
Alayavijnana to change, to become what its name says it already is: a 
consciousness (cf. Alayav. § 3.9.2.2).2, And, as an important element for the 
historical dynamics within that horizon, he introduces 4@danavijfiana as 
another new consciousness, conceived in different circles to supersede 
and to replace dlayavijfiana (cf. Alayav. §§ 3.9.2.4/6 + n. 334; also § 1.6.4 + n. 118). 
The next step, if I interpret Schmithausen's historical horizon correctly, would 
see dlayavijfiana and adanavifiana in reversed positions again. It is the step from 
the Samdhinirmocanasitra to the Viniscayasamgrahani's Pravrtti Portion, where 
alayavijnana finally ascends to dominance by becoming a proper vijriana (in the 
Abhidharma sense). 


! The only reference (cf. Alayav.: n. 350) to substantiate this view is to the late subcom- 
mentary on MSer(Bh) I.5. *Asvabhava does indeed explicitly say that @danavijfiana ... gzugs 
med par yan lus mnon par ‘grub pa ste (MSgrU 240a7f.), " ... [yes,] also in @ritpya-dhatu 
the appropriating consciousness produces a kaya". The emphasis denoted by the word ‘also’ 
~— while predecessors expressing this view are lacking — may point to a previously open 
exegetical question that has here been addressed. 


2 Though the identification of alayavijfiana with sarvabijakam cittam should have implied 
that Glayavijfiana had transcended its “original” character of "mind sticking or 
hiding in corporeal matter" (Alayav. § 3.9.2.2), the Yogacaras hesitated, they did 
not realize the consequence that alayavijfiana already was a consciousness, and they 
"shunned" it "in the Basic Section and even in the Proof Portion" of the post-Samdh 
Vinigcayasamgrahani — according to Schmithausen (cf. Alayav. § 3.9.2.2.; also § 3.9.2.6). 


Yet, from my perspective it is quite intelligible that the passages in MauBh 
containing the notion of alayavijfiana, in spite of being consciously interpolated into older 
materials, were kept as close as possible to the pre-existing materials. Since the Early 
Yogacaras (like the Sautrantikas) already dealt with a bija-theory, some interpolated 
materials could easily be assimilated to the older context. But to elaborate @layavijfiana as a 
proper consciousness in acordance with Abhidharma standards has obviously been felt as 
inappropriate (and perhaps as grossly anachronistic). 

These standards have been applied to dlayavijfana in the first post-Samdh 
"abhidharma-like" context, in the Pravrtti Portion of VinSg, as also Schmithausen refers to 
(cf. Alayav. § 5.5.2). The section that is immediately preceding the Pravrtti Portion in VinSg 
has been heuristically designated Proof Portion, because it adduces arguments supporting 
the necessity of assuming Glayavijfiana as a really existent subliminal consciousness. 
However, since the characterization of adlayavijfiana as a proper vijriana (provided with 
akara, @lambana and a minimum of five caitasika dharmah) did not add anything to prove 
the existence of @layavijfiana in the contexts felt suitable to be chosen, it has naturally not 
been mentioned in this section, but first — a few lines later — in the Pravrtti Portion. 
Therefore, I cannot agree with Schmithausen, when he seems to invest these textual 
circumstances with implications bearing on the historical development of the 
concept of dlayavijriana by asserting that the Y.-V. thinkers have "not realized” and "even 
shunned” to consider @layavijfiana as a proper vijfidna "even in the Proof Portion". 
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However, Schmithausen himself has drawn attention to the problem of 
endowing adanavijnana with a functional competence in aripyadhatu on the 
basis of Samdh V.2-3, since, as he says, "the explanation of adanavijnana given 
by the Siitra itself refers its functions to the bod y only" (Alayav. § 3.9.2.6). 

The textual evidence does not offer a secure basis for interpreting 
adanavijnana to exert its proper function in a@riipyadhatu, since adanavijfiana has 
been defined so as to be actually more restricted regarding its functional 
circumstances than @layavijfiana. As an all-embracing 'potentialized latency’ 
alayavijniana is not restricted to, but rather the prerequisite for, any "cognitive 
realm", i.e., for any 'sphere of cognitive constitution’ (dhatu). Even in Samdh 
VIII.37.1.1 where ddanavijnana is invested with the "steady, though not 
consciously experienced, noetic constitution of the participated surround- 
ings” (*asamvidita-sthira-bhajana-vijfiapti (cf. also Alayav.: n. 629]), there is no 
problem of interpreting its function to consist in the ordinary appropriation 
of a life-world to be habitually experienced as the very fact of being always 
already situated somewhere. The definition in Samdh V.3, as Schmithausen 
had referred to, even restricts a@danavijfiana functionally to kaya. However, 
phenomenologically speaking, kaya as a sentient organism would, naturally 
(also in this passage), imply a habitat — without which there would be no 
organism — and hence a life-world (bhajandloka; cf. Samdh VIII.37.1.1; hereto 
also Alayav. § 5.6.1). The point is, be it with regard to a kaya or to a bhajana- 
(loka), the functional aspect of adanavijfiana stands always in relation to 
something that is appropriated by it (cf. also MSgr I.5), whereas in 
Griipyadhatu there is per deftnitionem hardly any possibility to fulfil this 
function.! 

Perhaps one might argue that, by implication, all of the three 
specifically defined aspects (@danavijniana, dlayavijnana and citta) of sarvabijakam 
cittam had been endowed with a functional presence in @riipyadhatu. This 
would lead to the following problem: while the sarvabijakam cittam is 
generally provided with two kinds of upadana,2 only one of these is 
functionally present in ariipyadhatu (that is, °va@sanopadana). And as there is not 
yet any mention of namopadana here in Samdh V.2,3 there is no explicit 


! After all, ariipyadhatu is utterly non-local; cf. AK III.3a: ariipyadhatur asthanah. 
2 Cf. also Alayav. § 4.4.2. 


3 As it is the case in TrBh *8,17. There is a rather simple explanation for these circumstances. 
Sthiramati has to take into account that, since the Pravrtti Portion, alayavijnana is associated 
with five caitasika dharmah, which are actualized, but not consciously experienced as such. 
The necessary implication, as expressed by Sthiramati, is that even in @riipyadhatu there 
exists an active assimilation of psychological experiences (na@mopadana); i.e., the active 
repotentialization (vipaka) of naman still occurs, but not that of physical experiences (riipa). 
Physical experience exists only in the form of impregnated propensities (vasana@vastham eva 
tatra riipam na vipakavastham). 

I am not sure whether I have properly understood Schmithausen's comment on 
Sthiramati's employment of naémopadainam provided in Alayav. § 5.15.2. But it is my 
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reference to any appropriative activity with which adanavijfiana might be 
associated. Keeping the impregnated propensities (Cvasanopadana) would, in 
function, primarily pertain to dlayavijriana. 

Concisely said, since adanavijfiana represents the constitutive impetus of 
sarvabijakam cittam in its aspect of appropriating (and keeping assimilated) a 
sentient organism together with a correlated habitat as a life-world of its 
own, and since citta represents (see Ex. 25) the fluctuating foundation of 
assembled and accumulated (@citopacita) psychic complexes, it seems to be 
only in its aspect of dlayavijfiana's potentialized latency that sarvabijakam cittam 
may temporarily be situated in ariipyadhatu. 

On the other hand, since the function of keeping the bodily organism 
bioenergetically assimilated (upatta) has likewise been explicitly relegated to 
adanavijfiana in Samdh V.3, we may have to assume that, originally, it has, in 
fact, been the task of the functional aspect of ddanavijfiana, not that of 
alayavijniana, to keep the body alive in nirodhasamapatti. In the ordinary waking 
state, a body is said to be upatta when it is felt as one's own on account of the 
distinct sensations it generates for the consciousness associated with it. In 
nirodhasamapatti such sensations are not consciously experienced. But the 
absence of such experiences in nirodhasamapatti hardly interrupts a@danavijfaina's 
function of keeping the body assimilated (upitta), since its functioning as a 
subliminal consciousness had explicitly been asserted in Samdh VIII. 

These considerations entail important implications for the initial 
conception of dlayavijfiana. Assigning the introduction of the new type of 
consciousness to the Samdhinirmocanasiitra would imply that, in a strictly 
historical sense, the functional aspect of d@layavijfiina has, at the very 
beginning, not been found particularly suitable for the task demanded in 
nirodhasamapatti. It was not sufficient merely to be latently present in the body 
— not to speak of "sticking and hiding". Survival in nirodhasamapatti 
demanded the new consciousness to efficiently perform what has been called 
*kayopatta. 

Only later, soon after the composition of the Samdhinirmocanasitra 
when the term dlayavijriana became the proper scholastic name to denote the 
Latent Consciousness in all of its functional aspects, did the consciousness 
functioning in nirodhasamapatti come to be called simply dlayavijfiana (as in the 
Proof Portion). 


impression that he did not refer to the same notion of a subtle form of psychological 
assimilation as I did in this note. 


1 While it added to the rhetorical eloquence of siitras to speak in terms of analogies, to 
magnify the news by multiplying the names, etc., it has traditionally been the scholar's task, 
in the field of Abhidharma, to reduce this eloquence to its denotative essence and to 
elaborate the pertinent theoretical implications. Scholastically seen, it is cumbersome to deal 
with a plurality of names for the same thing. 
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[Ex. 25] 


The definition of sarvabijakam cittam in its functional aspect of citta reads in 
Samdh V.3 as follows: 


sems Zes kyan bya ste / ‘di Itar de ni gZugs dan sgra dan dri dan ro 
dan reg bya dan chos rnams kyis kun tu bsags pa dan fie bar bsags pa 
yin pa’i phyir ro | 

Alayav.: n. 436 provides a Skt. reconstruction of the Tibetan phrasing:! 
*cittam ity apy ucyate, yad uta tasya 
riipasabdagandharasasprastavyadharmacitopacitatam upadaya 
“It (= sarvabijakam cittam) is also called ‘the Psyche' with reference 
to the fact that it is present as assembled (Acita) and accumulated 
(upacita) by [previous experiences of] sensory forms, sounds, smells, 
tastes, body-sensations and dharmas [= noemata]." 


Commenting on this definition, Alayav.: 123 states: 


"An isolated identification of citta — in the sense of "what is piled up 
of ..., or filled or overspread with .. ." ((*a-, upa-)cita) — with alaya- 
vijfiana or adanavijnana is documented in the Vth chapter of the 
Samdhinirmocanasitra (which treats of proficiency in the secret 
points of citta, manas and vijfiana!)." 


As the parenthesised remark evidences, Schmithausen is clearly aware 
of the rhetorical device employed in Samdh V.1 to introduce the historical 
innovation of a new concept; but, rather than understanding this device as a 
historically very significant component of the rhetorical framework structure 
of Samdh V, he seems to reject it as unworthy of serious attention. 


Considering the fact that the definition in Samdh V.3 employs "a 
frequent ‘etymology’ of citta" (Alayav.: n. 1433; see here for documentation), 
while the identification of citta with dlayavijfiana and adanavijriana is likewise a 
frequent phenomenon,?_ it is difficult to understand what Schmithausen 
meant by “isolated identification". Since the expression ‘isolated’ is not 
meaningful here in the sense of ‘only’, ‘exclusive’ or ‘single’, I am tempted to 
think that the predicate ‘original’ or ‘first outstanding’> might better reflect 


1 Only the words yad uta have been added here. 


2 Le., it is a very common phenomenon in texts influenced by the Samdhinirmocanasitra 
[e.g., MSgr 1.3-6; ASp 12,1f.; KSit: §§ 32-33/KSiy: 39; PSk 17a1-4: PSkp §§ 26/27] and 
often associated with a similar functional differentiation qua hermeneutic etymology 
(nirukti) as in Samdh V.3. 


3 “First outstanding", i.e., against the background of the Basic Section in its condition 
previous to post-Samdhinirmocanasitra interpolations. 
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the idea Schmithausen had in mind; or, if not, at least better reflect the 
historical evidence. 

As to the quasi-etymological explanation of citta in Samdh V 
addressed in Alayav.: n. 436: Schmithausen expresses an interpretation that is 
clearly contrary to the facts if the presence of bija in this explanation is 
denied.! The word kyan (*api) does in fact explicitly identify citta, while 
being functionally defined in its own right, with sarvabijakam cittam. 


[Ex. 26] 


In general, I agree with the beginning of Alayav. § 7.3.6.3.3. But in the middle 
of this paragraph, Schmithausen suggests? that the expression sarvabijakam 
vijfianam had been in use in the Basic Section already before the dlayavijfiana 
passages had been interpolated. Unfortunately, he does not document any 
cases, in which this expression does in fact occur without being contextually 
associated with dlayavijfiana, or without otherwise marking a context of later 
scholastic development. The historical reconstruction of Alayav. § 3.11.4.1 is 
purely hypothetical when it suggests that a development of the concept of 
sarvabijakam vijnianam took place within the Basic Section of Y. It does not take 
the ontological? consequences of such a development into adequate con- 
sideration (cf., e.g., Alayav. § 7.3.6.3.3). 


' "Yet, strikingly enough the wording of the passage does not include a word for 
Impressions or Seeds" (Alayav.: n. 436). 


2"... there is, as far as I can see, no clue suggesting that this Mind-containing-all-Seeds 
was, before being superseded by and incorporated in alayavijnana, conceived as a new 
kind of vijriana different from the ordinary six", etc. 


3 My assumption is here that, unlike the largely Sravakayana-foundation of MauBh (minus 
interpolations), the Y.-V. type of phenomenology initiated in the Samdhinirmocanasitra 
rests upon a new ontology (see below). 

As a rule, I do not consider it as particularly useful to operate continuously with the 
assumption that the authors of texts, which form the subject of one's research, were not 
aware of the theoretical implications of the notions they invented. The obvious danger is an 
increase in methodological arbitrariness. On the other hand, it is certainly true that the very 
idea of a philosophical development refers to stages of theoretical insufficiency and 
unawareness that are progressively overcome. However, technical notions imply, at least at 
the point of their invention, a structural context in which they are optimally meaningful. 
This consideration may be of practical value for identifying interpolations. Interpolated 
materials are more or less skilfully adapted to a context to which they do not originally 
belong. But, especially in the case of technical notions with implications that are clearly 
recognizable from those contexts in which they function optimally, it should be possible to 
discern technical discrepancies between the implications of the notions inserted and those 
of the broader contextual setting reflecting the general outlook of the text. 

Let me apply these considerations to the present concept in question. Taking the 
concept of sarvabijakam vijrianam serious implies important ontological consequences for 
the phenomenological (i.e, Abhidharma) description of the reality having such a 
consciousness as its foundation. And these consequences force us to recognize 
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There should be no hindrance to extend the interpolative character — 
investigated by Schmithausen (Alayav. § 6.3) with regard to layavijfiana — to 
sarvabijakam vijfianam as well, should pertinent considerations logically 
force us to do so. It is true that Alayav. § 7.3.6.3.3 refers to the Vastu- 
samgrahani, a section of the Yogacarabhiimi that does not contain any reference 
to dlayavijfiana (cf. Alayav. § 1.6.6), where a passage occurs employing the 
expression sarvabijakam vijfianam when discussing the normative condition of 
pratisandhi 1 (cf. Alayav.: n. 788). Since the comment hereto, at the end of 
Alayav. § 7.3.6.3.3, is rather speculative and without sufficient weight, the least 
we may say is that the passage does not indicate that it introduces 
the concept, but simply employs an already given terminology. 

Identifying a significant passage written from the point of view of the 
pre-dlayavijriana Yogacara ontology might help to clarify this technical context. 
There is a passage in which, given the phenomenological sphere it describes, 
we would expect to find the concept of a "vijfiana consisting in sarvabija- " 
applied. That is, in the case of it having belonged to the notional repertoire of 
the Early Yogacaras. And this passage also comes closest to a formulation of 
that concept, but it is not yet using the technical phrase _ sarvabijakam 
vynanam. Critically edited with the help of the MS of the Yogacarabhimi 
(presently not at my disposal) in Alayav.: n. 1135 (see further here), yet 
slightly emended, the passage reads: 

ariipyesu punar namasritam riipabiasritam ca vijfianam, 


vijhanasritam namaripabijam 2 ca pravartate | 


This passage (Y 200,1f.)3 forms a part of the Yogacarabhiimi's Pratityasamutpada 
Analysis (Y 198ff.), which contains a few more interesting passages that would 


discrepancies between the ontological implications of sarvabijakam vijfianam and the Early 
Yogacara ontology. These discrepancies, in turn, invite, as I see it, to be interpreted 
historically in terms of demonstrating textual stratifications. 


1 The discussion of pratisandhi in the Manobhimi section of the Yogacarabhiimi employs the 
notion of a ‘consciousness containing all potentialities’ twice immediately after having 
identified that which is sarvabijakam as @layavijnana (Y 24,5). Y 24,7f. (tasyaiva sarva- 
bijakasya vijfianasya; cf. Alayav. § 6.3.1) does explicitly refer back to dlayavijriana; cf. also Y 
25,1; sarvabijakam vijfianam has already been defined at Y 4,11f., shortly after dlayavijnana 
had been explained as bijasraya (Y 4,7; cf. also Alayav. § 6.1.1.). 


2 Unlike Schmithausen, who reads nama ritpabijam ca, | think it is necessary to retain (cf. Y 
200, 2) namariipabijam as a compound for both grammatical consistency (pravartate; 3. sg.) 
and descriptive correctness of the phenomenological state (cf. hereto the VinSg-passage (zi 
15b7f.) provided in Alayav.: n. 172: ... // rnam par Ses pa dan Idan pa ni rnam par ses pa rnam 
pa thams cad po de’i sa bon yan yin la | de las gzan pa'i chos gzugs can ma yin pa rnams dan | 
dban po gzugs can rnams kyi sa bon yan yin no //). 


3 [Tr-] "In [the cognitive realms (dhatu) of] formlessness, however, consciousness 
[continues] as dependent upon mental components and as dependent upon the potentiality 
of sensory form; and the potentiality of both mental components and sensory form 
continues as dependent upon consciousness." (cont.) 
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have offered the best possibilities of using these occasions to favorably 
employ the coinage of sarvabijakam vijfianam, had it been the Early Yogacaras' 
own. However semantically close the formulations appear to have been 
chosen here! — even the term vipakavijfiana (cf. Y 199,7) occurs —, the 
expression which comes to ontologically characterize Glayavijfiana is still 
absent. 

Technically seen, it should be clear that, seen from the "pre- 
alayavijnanic" conceptual horizon of Early Yogacara, most removed 
from easy alignment with the connotations of sarvabijakam vijfianam was, 
evidently, the context of the normative condition of nirodhasamapatti, because 
in that state even the bijas of vijfiana were conceived as being contained in the 
riipinindriyani sadhisthanani. 

Hence we are left with the fact that the tiniest step from the Early 
Yogacara's presentation of the relationship between bija and vijfiana to the 
concept of sarvabijakam vijfianam was one that could be taken in connection 
with the phenomenological description of ariipyadhatu. 

But the theoretical consequences were so great that a Buddha — that is, 
the anonymous authorship of the Samdhinirmocanasiittra — was called for to 
make it (cf. above § 72). 


[Ex. 27] 


The fact that sarvabijakam cittam is characterized in Samdh V.3 with regard to 
physical embodiment (in kamadhatu), whereby it is also called @layavijfiana and 
adanavijnana, has been interpreted as demonstrating the conflict between rival 
concepts (cf. above, Ex. 23) and as still preserving the relics of an older 
conception of alayavijfiana, when it, according to Schmithausen, "unmistakably 
preserves the close relation of alayavijfiana to corporeal matter" (Alayav. § 
3.9.2.3).? 

Again, I have to refer to the need of supplementing historical 
interpretations with a regard for the structural integrity of textual assertions. 
While, in the light of the present study, Samdh V historically constitutes the 
introductory context of the new subliminal consciousness, it is likewise clear 


What this passage explains is a twofold process or continuity in driipyadhatu: that of 
an actualized cognitive mode and that of virtual possibilities. These two modes have been 
related to nama-ripa (referring here to the twofold division of the five skandhas into mental 
and physical factors). Only a very few psychic functions are active in ariipyadhatu; most of 
them are reduced to mere potentiality, as are all of the experiences of sensory form. This 
potentiality does not cease, but it continues to exist. And the only location where it might 
exist in ariipyadhatu is vijfiana. Hence it continues in (= dependent upon) vijriana until, let it 
be added, vijriana itself returns to lower dhatus. 


1 Cf. also Alayav. §§ 7.3.6.3.1f., with a pertinent collection of materials in the notes. 


2 For a correction of Schmithausen's claim, see already the final sections of Ex. 24. 
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that it offers novel hermeneutical answers to problems that have arisen in the 
past of the Early Yogacara tradition. The Samdhinirmocanasitra is rather 
conscious about its own historical position. As Samdh V.3 can only be 
understood in its own context, let us look at the whole structure of Samdh V, 
and let us try to understand Samdh V.3 as a set of answers to questions, 
which we might attempt to reconstruct. 

As I see it, the Vth chapter of the Samdhinirmocanasitra displays an 
acute sagaciousness while dealing with the problematic operation of 
introducing, against the background of the whole previous Buddhist 
tradition, a new type of consciousness, conceived as the very fundament of 
phenomenological experience. The sutra proceeds in a manner that is 
consistent, both logically and contextually, in its flow of presentation: 


Samdh V.1 provides the proper setting for this important event 

by preparing it with the rhetorical announcement of a subject matter 

hitherto "kept secret";! then, after having defined (in V.2) the 

fundamental function of sarvabijakam cittam (as twofold upadana), 

as well as its total range of functional presence, it is but natural to 

define its relationship to the actual cognitive processes. But before 

this could be done, its relationship to the very basis of those processes 

— a biophysical/sensory organism — had to be explained. 

Not only are there no (sensory) cognitions without a biophysical 

organism (as the definition of citta tells us), but the organism's 

relationship to sarvabijakam cittam has been felt as problematic 

enough to necessitate, to be sufficiently accounted for, a description 

in terms of at least two functional aspects (@dana-/alayavijfiaina) 

of that citta; and citta itself is being explained in its dynamic function: 

to assimilatively assemble and accumulate cognitive experiences. 
Only after these considerations (in V.3), the operative 

relationship of this subliminal consciousness to the actual 

cognitive processes has been reasonably thematized (in V.4-5), 

then to be confronted with the horizon of ultimate reality (V.6), 

and to be rounded off with a gatha celebrating its inception (V.7) 

while emphasizing the (at that historical stage of Mahayana, 

all too neglected)? aspect of adanavijfiana. 


Formulated differently, we could also say that it was sufficient for the 
Samdhinirmocanasitra to characterize the cognitive capacity of sarvabijakam 
cittam in a@ripyadhatu by having one of its two kinds of assimilative 
functions — that of *sadhisthanariipindriyopadana — simply dispensed with 
(gzugs can ma yin pa’i khams na mi len pa gftis su med do [cf. Alayav. § 4.4.2 + n. 
520]). This was not a problem. — But the hermeneutic problem to which 
Samdh V.3 constitutes an answer was, as we can learn from the very positing 


! That is, historically speaking, the presentation of something novel is announced. 
2 See below, § 87. 
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of a twofold upadana, the question: "What happens if both of these assume 
their function?" 

What has to happen so that the *sadhisthanariipindriyopadana, which is 
absent in aripyadhatu, can reappear in kamadhatu? The first process in the 
logical order, as confirmed by the sequence of enumeration in Samdh V.3, is 
to appropriate an organic basis. This task is relegated to the functional aspect 
of adanavijfiana.' 

But then, what happens to the sarvabijakam cittam? Does it from now on, 
as a single continuum, transform? itself into specific cognitive states? — By 
no means, it preserves its identity as "seed"-consciousness, all the while 
remaining latently present (*alayana). 

But where in the organism is it found? It is absorbed within, or 
dissolved throughout, (*pralayana) the biophysical organism, so as to form a 
single functional unit with it. 

And since it is latent and consists in all potentialities of cognitive 
experience, does it always remain intrinsically the same? — No, by 
assimilating all the cognitive experiences, it is, as the psyche (citta), the 
constantly assembled (acita) and accumulated (upacita) cognitive foundation 
[from which, in turn, its intentional functions (caitta) originate to assemble 
new experiences and letting their traces enrich this subliminal prestructure, 
all the time accumulating further variations of complex aggregates of 
intentionality]. 

Approximately in this way might we reconstruct the questions to 
which the received text of Samdh V.3. constitutes the answers. Samdh V.4-5 
continues to elaborate the new consciousness as a "subconscious under- 
ground” by elucidating the manner in which the cognitive experiences arise 
from it and how the subliminal consciousness is related to the continuity of 
actual cognitions. Though the technical term praurttivijfiana is not yet used, the 
functional dynamics, described here for the first time, are those of the 
alayavijnana-pravrttiviyjfiana model of consciousness. 


[Ex. 28] 


Not least in the light of sections such as Samdh VI.7ff., VII.10, VIII.8, etc. it is 
hardly possible to speak of a transmigration in a realistic sense. 

As an early Mahayanasitra, the Salistambasiitra displays interesting 
parallels. Here, the continuum of dvadasangah pratityasamutpadah is compared 
to an uninterrupted flow proceeding since beginningless time ({aJnadikala- 
pravrtto ‘nucchinno ‘nupravartate nadisrotavat; SalS § 30, cf. PrasP 566,6). The 
process of samsf@ra is likewise conceived on the basis of factors located in 


1Cf. Ex, 24. 


2 Ie, in accordance with the already existing notion of santatiparinamavisesa. 
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consciousness. Consciousness is the primary motivating cause by essentially 
being the potentiality of this process. Intentional action is such a cause 
because of constituting the field of its display. In addition, being the most 
fundamental psychological dysfunctions, lack of primal awareness and 
craving are considered as primary causes. Thus, intentional action together 
with these dysfunctions generate the potentiality of cognitive experiences 
into concrete actualizations (tatra vijfianam bijasvabhavatvena hetuh | karma 
ksetrasvabhavatvena hetuh | avidya trsna ca KleSasvabhavatvena hetuh | karmaklesa 
vijnanabijam janayanti; SalS § 32; Douze Causes 84; PrasP 566,9ff.). Hence, it is not 
really the case that any dharmas transmigrate from one world to another. 
Similarly occurring also later in Samdh VIII.7, the analogy of a reflected 
image appearing in a mirror has been employed in the Salistambasitra, where 
it forms, however, only one of three analogies and is used with the intention 
of communicating the view that consciousness does not transmigrate. 


"Monks, it is just as when the reflection of a face is seen in a 
well-polished mirror. It is not the case thereby that the face 
transmigrates into the mirror. But due to the non-deficiency of 
causes and conditions, there is a specific cognitive experience 
(prativijnapti)' of the face. — In the same way, there is not any 
departure from this world (loka), and neither is another one reached. 
But due to the non-deficiency of causes and conditions, there is a 
specific cognitive experience of the result of [previous] intentional 
actions" 
(tadyatha bhiksavah suparisuddha adarsamandale mukhaprati- 
bimbakam drsyate | na ca tatradarsamandale mukham samkramati | 
asti ca mukhaprativijfaptir hetupratyayanam avaikalyat | 
evam asmal lokan na kascic cyuto napy anyatropapannah | 
asti ca karmaphalapra|tivi]jfiaptir hetu-pratyayanam avaikalyat \l; 

SalS § 36; Douze Causes 86; PrasP 568,5ff.). 


In spite of remarkable similarities — even an influence of the Salistambasiitra 
upon the Samdhinirmocanasiitra cannot be excluded — there is a sufficiently 
great terminological difference between these texts that allowed the 
Madhyamikas, who rejected the Samdhinirmocanasitra, to embrace the 
Salistambasiitra as a favoured agama. 

The most significant difference is that, although vijfiana is conceived as 
bija for the whole world of subjective (adhyatmika) experience in SalS, it is not a 
sarvabijakam vijfianam. In its account of samsara, the Salistambasiitra did not 


! On prativijfiapti, cf. AK 1.16a: vijfianam prativijfaptih | (AKBh 11,7) visayam visayam prati 
vijnaptir upalabdhir vijrianaskandha ity ucyate. 


2 As has already been documented by L. de LA VALLEE POUSSIN (Théorie des douze causes, 
Gand 1913), who was also the first to reconstruct the Skt. version of the Salistambasittra 
from quotations found notably in Candrakirti's PrasP and in Santideva's BCA and Siks. 
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reduce the external (ba@hya) world of nature to the internal world of psycho- 
logical experiences, but distinguished between two continua of pratityasamut- 
pada (SalS § 10); between an external causal connex of dependent origination 
(bahyasya pratityasamut-padasya hetiipanibandhah; SalS §§ 11ff.) and an internal 
conditional connex of dependent origination (@dhyatmikasya pratityasamut- 
padasya pratyayopani-bandhah; SalS §§ 23ff.). 

Concerning the historical continuity of traditional terminology it is 
important to note that the notions of vijfianabija etc. elaborated in SalS § 32 did 
not originate here, but have been borrowed from older sources. Probably 
Lamotte is right when he suggests "que le Salistamba se soit directement 
inspiré du Bhavasutta de l'Anguttara I, p. 223-224"(Traité III: 1153), since this 
canonical text already employs the metaphors of conceiving vijriana as bija, 
karman as ksetra and avidya together with trsnd@ as basic hindrances (nivarana). 


[Ex. 29] 


To refer to a scholastic interpretation of the significance of these pidas, 
Vasubandhu in his Karmasiddhiprakarana (KSi, § 37/KSiy;: 45/47) seems to have 
taken them to indicate the (at least, accessible) point of transition marking the 
end of the 'pre-dlayavijfiana' phase in the history of Buddhist thought. 
Providing some references to other works quoting Samdh V.7, Lamotte (KSiz 
§ 32 n. 108) documents that this stanza did not fail to generate resonances (cf. 
also MIMAKI 1982: 107; MUROJI 1993: 113 n. 91). Vasubandhu does not seem 
to quote it in his Vyakhy@yukti (although he quotes other passages from 
Samdh; cf. SKILLING 2000: 348). But he likewise refers to the Samdhi- 
nirmocanasiitra in the context of proving Glayavijfana in his PSVy (MUROJI 1993: 
116 [§ 14]), though only in a general way without quoting it; he can already 
presuppose the reader interested in his work to be acquainted with his KSi 
(cf. MUROJI 1993: 13ff.). 

In his PSVy, he faces the objection of opponents, who, expressing their 
doubts,! request him to document that the notion of dlayavijfiana is not just a 
sectarian invention, but has actually been taught in traditionally accepted 
authoritative sources (@gama). The only proper siitra-reference Vasubandhu is 
able to offer is the Samdhinirmocanasitra.2 But, historically minded as he is, 
he also points out that the traditional transmission of texts in his day may no 
longer represent the totality of what was originally a more complete corpus 
of the Buddha's teaching (MUROJI 1993: 112/190). 


1 MUROJI 1993: 112: kun gZi rnam par Ses pa ni gan dag tu yan ma gsuns so ze na, “[Yet,] 
concerning the alayavijriana, it has not been taught anywhere.” 
2 While likewise referring to the Abhidharmaparyaya (or: °sittra), which he himself 


associates with the Mahisasakas; i.e., probably he considers this text, like the Yogacara- 
bhiimi, to be only a Sastra; cf. also Alayav.: n. 69; MUROJI 1993: 193n. 363. 
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Independently of how we evaluate what is perhaps only a rhetorical 
reference to transmissional fractures, he is an important critical witness 
attesting to the necessity of demonstrating the legitimacy of new concepts 
with significant theoretical implications, a necessity which could not be 
bypassed. Only valid references to an agama propounding the notions in 
question were acceptable as a basis for subsequent scholastic yukti. 

Yet the evidence that Vasubandhu, though urgently pressed to come 
up with authoritative sources, does not refer to any Lankavatarasitra, also 
testifies to the fact that even in his time there existed no LAS in the format 
that could be referred to as agama. 


1 In KSi, § 37, Vasubandhu had referred to the Vyakhyayukti for further details; cf. also 
SKILLING 2000. 


I.C.4 APPLYING THE CRITERION OF 
Alayav. §1.7.1) TO SAMDH V.3 — 
THE Samdhinirmocanasitra's NOVEL STAGE 
OF ONTOLOGICAL REFLECTION IN 
DIACHRONIC AND SYNCHRONIC 
PERSPECTIVE. 


73. Proceeding now to demonstrate, in accordance with Alayav. § 1.7(1), 
why the introduction of d@layavijfiana had become inevitable, in the sense that 
the historical attainment of a particular hermeneutical stage of philosophical 
reflection demanded the introduction of this new consciousness, it will be 
necessary to take a look at the larger context in which the introduction of this 
concept became a conditio sine qua non, both in a synchronic and diachronic 
perspective. 

As stated, in Samdh V.3 the term Glayavijfiana designates only a 
particular functional aspect of the subliminal consciousness. And while 
Samdh V.2-3 marks its historical introduction, the remaining portions of 
Samdh V are equally important, inasmuch as they elucidate some further 
essential functions. In view of the sitra's comparatively well-ordered 
organization of thematic concerns into distinct chapters with a fairly 
systematic presentation of materials, it would not come as a surprise if 
Samdh V received an additional dimension of significance when being 
perceived in a synchronically valid hermeneutical horizon that encompasses 
Samdh's other chapters. We have already seen that a significant functional 
aspect of dlayavijriana/adanavijfiana has not been introduced in this chapter, but 
in a more suitable context, in Samdh VIII,1_ to which Samdh V must be 
compositionally related. And Samdh V does not stand alone as a chapter 
introducing new concepts, but the subsequent chapters continue in this vein. 

Samdh VIII has introduced the notions of vijriaptimatra (VIII.7-9)2_ and 
vinaptimatrata (VIII.20.2.3), while the two preceding chapters have developed 
a new ontological model in terms of three intrinsic natures (parikalpita-, 
paratantra- and parinispanna-laksana/svabhiva,; Samdh VI), complemented by a 


1 Being the fundamental layer from which all specific noetic constitutions (vijfiapti) arise, 
adanavijnana and its own cognitive functions were placed, in Samdh VIII.37.1.1, at the top 
of the list of 16 different kinds of noetic constitutions the capable bodhisattva is supposed 
to be familiar with and able to skilfully engage in. Already at Samdh VIII.36.2.1 (cf. also 
Samdh VIII.22), the subtle characteristic determinants (nimitta) of *cittadana- had been 
pointed out as a particular focus to be thoroughly penetrated as to its true nature. The 
Being-as-such of noetic constitution (vijfiaptitathata) is defined as one of the seven aspects 
of tathata listed in Samdh VIII.20.2.1-7. 


2 See below, Ex. 33. 
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corresponding threefold absence of intrinsic nature (trividha nihsvabhavata; 
Samdh VII). And these are only the most obvious innovations. Hence, in 
view of Samdh's rather pervasive feature of producing novel philosophical 
concepts, the question apt to provide an answer in response to Alayav. § 1.7(1) 
may rather be formulated as follows: 


What characterizes the hermeneutical position of the 
Samdhinirmocanasitra in relation to Mahayana hermeneutics 
preceding its production, and what made the introduction of a 
subliminal consciousness within this framework inevitable? 


74. To answer this question it is not necessary to address the problem of 
the origin of Mahayana, or to investigate the diversity of early Mahayana 
doctrines in their historical development up to the Samdhinirmocanasiitra. In 
order to understand historically the Samdhinirmocanasitra's hermeneutical 
position, in so far as it is pertinent for the present question, we can restrict 
our attention to the essential concern that is critically taken up by the sitra 
itself. The fundamental critique expressed in Samdh VII concerns the 
ontology that had been formulated in important early Mahayanastitras and 
had already been scholastically elaborated by the founders of Madhyamaka. 
Though constituting a secondary reflection on a fait accompli, a stanza from the 
Ratnameghasiitra! summarizes this ontological position in a particularly 
suitable manner, when it restates the momentous philosophical contribution 
of the early Mahayana Tathagata in the following words: 


adisanta hy anutpannah prakrtyaiva ca nirortah | 
dharmas te vivrta natha dharmacakrapravartane \\2 


1 Quoting the Ratnameghasiitra has no strict historical implications in the present context; 
i.e., 1 do not assume that it historically preceded the Samdhinirmocanasitra and, as a literary 
document, formed the direct focus of Samdh's critique. It is merely for the exemplary 
manner in which the Ratnameghasiitra stanza restates the doctrine against which the 
Samdhinirmocanasitra reacts that it has been adduced. Thereby I am actually following 
Candrakirti, who had quoted it at the end of PrasP XI (225,9f.) to provide a concise agama 
statement backing up Nagarjuna's argument in MMK XI that samsara has no beginning, 
middle, or end. 


2 To provide a few further samples (collected at random) of anutpatta/anutpada passages in 
Mahayanasitras: cf., e.g., Astasahasrika Prajnaparamita 27ff.; Kasyapaparivarta § 63; 
Samadhirajasittra (ed. Régamey) VIII.2, 5, 6; Saddharmapundarikasitra (ed. Kern): 137,11f.; 
Sagaramatipariprecha (cf. SuSam 134), Ajatasatrukaukrtyavinodanasiitra (SUSam 149, 151; cf. 
also HARRISON/HARTMANN: 180f.); Bhadramayakaravydkarana (SiSam 154; ed. Régamey 
§§ 65, 132); Pratyutpanna-buddha-sammukhavasthita-samadhi-sitra (PrBuSASS §§ 3M. 8E, 
8G, etc.); Dhyayitamustisutra (PrasP 317,10); exerting a tangible influence even beyond the 
Bauddha sphere, the Satyadvayavatarasitra (cf. PrasP 374,5ff.) seems to have provided 
Gaudapada with his concept of ajatisamata (cf. GK IIL 2 & 38). 

The underlying rhetoric in these and similar texts amounts to about the following: 
all the dharmas in reality are unborn; i.e., not coming forth (ajata aniryatah sarvadharmah, 
Asta 11; PP 138,9). In other words, they are non-existing (abhava [...] riipasya svabhavah; PP 
137; sarvadharma abhava-svabhava iti; PP 141); hence, given this is the case, which dharma 
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Master, when promoting the Wheel of the Dharma, you have 
revealed the dharmas as primordially peaceful, indeed, as 
unoriginated and, in fact, as being naturally in nirvana. 


75. In Samdh VII, this ontological position, associated with a particular 
phase of promoting the Dharma (dharmacakrapravartana), is reflected as a 
hermeneutical problem. As Samdh VII.24 states,1 no saint would pronounce 
all the dharmas as non-originated, as being by their very nature already (and 
ever) in nirvana,? etc., without such an assertion having an implicit intention 
(samdhi).3 In accordance with this view, the beginning of Samdh VII is 
rhetorically staging an interlocutor's request to learn more about the implicit 
intention of the Tathagata's earlier assertions that had stated all dharmas to be 
non-originated, etc. And the sitra proceeds to explicate (nirmocana) this 
intention in agreement with its own philosophical agenda. In this context, 
Samdh formulates the Mahayana ultimate in terms of a_ negative 
differentiation amounting to a threefold absence of intrinsic nature (trividha 
nihsvabhavata) and places this alternative in explicit contrast to earlier 
ontological models. These earlier models are "quasi-historically” related to a 
first and a second dharmacakrapravartana, addressing Sravakayana and Maha- 
yana audiences respectively (Samdh VII.30). While being explained as 
("historically") necessary, yet preliminary, interpretations, both are sublated 
by the Samdhinirmocanasittra (ibid.) in an almost Hegelian fashion. The 
ontological position related to the second promotion of the Wheel of 
Dharma — recalling the design and non-design of such a second pravartana in 
the Astasahasriki Prajfiaparamita (Asta 203, AAA 442) — is considered as an 


could come about at all? (avidyamanesu sarvadharmesu katamo dharmah [...] niryasyati; Asta 
24; AAA 105). 


' Samdh VII.24: 
chos rnams no bo nid med chos rnams ma skyes dan | 
chos rnams ma ‘gags chos rnams gzod nas Zi ba dan | 
chos rnams thams cad ran bzin mya nan ‘das par ni | 
dgons pa med par mkhas pa su zig smra bar byed || 
What a saint would, without an implicit intention, assert: 
“dharmas are without intrinsic nature (*nihsvabhava)", "dharmas are non-originated 
(“anutpanna)", "dharmas are non-eradicated (*aniruddha)", “dharmas are primordially 
at peace (“adisanta)", "in terms of their primary nature, all the dharmas are [already] 
nirvanized (*prakrtinirvrta)"? 


2 It may be possible to adopt Lamotte's coinage "nirvané-" to translate nirvrta (e.g., Samdh 
193, MSgr, 129; cf. also LAMOTTE 1976: LXV.) and understand the dharmas as being ever 
already "nirvanized" (‘nirvanize' = to enter into the state of nirvana) in the following sense. 
Given that nirvana signifies the extinction of all drives and dispositions that tend to deviate 
from authentic Being into inauthentic becoming to describe the dharmas as "nirvanized" 
would conceive them as ever abiding in, and never really deviating from, authentic Being 
(tathata, dharmata, etc.). 


3 On the notion of samdhi, cf. SEYFORT RUEGG 19839: esp. pp. 307ff. 
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antithesis with regard to the earlier Sravakayana position. However, this 
antithesis, promoting the "anutpanna'-ontology, was apt to be interpreted in 
ways, states Samdh VII.20, that represent hermeneutic extremes in the display 
of their literalness. Thus, intending to overcome (while nevertheless 
preserving the essence of) both earlier positions, the ontological synthesis of 
the Samdhinirmocanasiitra is staged as the "Third Promotion of the Wheel of 
Dharma" (VII.30). Its program is conceived as being associated with the 
ekayana ideal (VII14 & 24).! Thereby the Samdhinirmocanasitra (IX.32) 
naturally does not fail to emphasize that the soteriological ekayana synthesis 
of Sravakayana and Mahayana is intended as one that is geared to its own 
ontological premises.” 


76. Samdh VII's reinterpretation of the Mahayana theory of an original 
non-originatedness of the dharmas in terms of its own model of trividha 


nihsvabhivata is closely connected to the other phenomenological neologisms 
introduced in Samdh. 


! The notion of ekayana is not specifically defined as a technical term referring to a singular 
idea. It is rather a label for different Mahayana programs of infringing upon the historical 
validity of the Sravakayana, not by means of displaying an explicit antagonism, but by 
way of extending an "inclusivistic"® tolerance to Sravakayana ideals within Mahayana 
horizons of especially soteriological hierarchies. 
[In spite of W. Halbfass' important critique of Hacker's concept of "inclusivism" 
in his India and Europe (Delhi 1990, Chpt. 22), this concept is indeed quite useful in 
the present context to characterize at least some features of the ekayana models. ] 


For references to, and discussions of, the ekayana idea, see MSgr,, 62*-63*; SiSam 129ff.; 
SEYFORT RUEGG 1969: 177-243 ("L'Eveil universe et Véhicule unique"); LAMOTTE 1976: 
164n.32; A. KUNST, "Some Aspects of the Ekayana", in Prajfiaparamita and Related Systems. 
Studies in Honor of Edward Conze, ed. L. LANCASTER, Berkeley 1977: 313-326. 

Already SEYFORT RUEGG 1969: 178n.1 has contrasted the Mahayana notion of 
ekayana to the Nikaya notion of ekayana, well-known from the (Maha-) Satipatthanasutta 
(DN II #22, MN I #10); on the ek@yana formula, see GETHIN 1992: 59ff. 


2 Such a soteriological synthesis implied the gradation of the yanas (in view of practice and 
telos). Yet, while soteriologically differentiating between the Sravakayana and the 
Bodhisattvayana, not least by referring to the hierarchical difference of qualifying for the 
achievement of either a vimuktikaya or a dharmakaya (X.2 & 10; cf. also Samdh VII.15 on 
the limited capacity of the Sravaka), it seems that the ekayana synthesis explained in Samdh 
IX.32 corresponds to a sort of "unity-in-diversity" model. It says that, at the Sravakayana 
level, the nature of dharmas in terms of their diversity (chos na tshogs kyt no bo fiid), i.e., in 
terms of skandhas, d@yatanas, etc., has been explained, whereas at the Mahayana level the 
explanation of the fundamental constitution of the dharmas (dharmadhatu) as the single 
principle (tshul gcig pa, “ekanaya) underlying the diversity of dharmas has been emphasized. 
Therefore, speaking in the first person singular, the Buddha does not assert a distinction of 
yanas (de’i phyir na ni theg pa tha dad par mi smra‘o), but explains their origin as an inad- 
equate hermeneutical behaviour: understanding meanings too literally (don la sgra ji bzin 
kha nar, *yatharutam eva), some people resort to superimposing their own ideas (samd@ropa), 
others to reductionistic negation (apavada — cf. also Samdh VII.20 on the reductionistic 
negation/denial on basis of taking the exposition of dharmas as non-originated too literal). 
Samdh IX.33 underlines this rejection of yanas in the form of a gatha. 
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As the positive correlate of the threefold nihsvabhavata, the three 
intrinsic natures (laksana/svabhava) form an integral theoretical structure with 
the notion of vijfiaptimatra(ta): e.g., parinispannalaksana = tathat@ (VIII.27) and 
tathata = vijnaptimatrata (VIII.20.2.3). Vijriaptimatrata as vijriaptitathata (VIII.37.2) 
has been contextually related to adanavijfiana (V1II.37.1.1).!_ In view of these 
structural interrelationships, we may assume that, synchronically speaking, 
the Samdhinirmocanasitra's individual chapters, inasmuch as these are 
featured by those novel concepts, necessitate each other complementarily. 


77. Considering the external relationships of the Samdhinirmocanasitra in 
view of an earlier context to which its ontological intention is diachronically 
related, it is, at least for some contemporary scholars, an accepted fact that 
BoBh's Tattvarthapatala constitutes a chapter predominantly devoted to 
ontological reflections, while historically preceding Samdh.2 Already 
FRAUWALLNER 1956 clearly perceived the historical relationship between the 
Tattvarthapatala's ontology and that of the Samdhinirmocanasiitra. And though 
Frauwallner interpreted the quality of the ontological development from 
BoBh to Samdh in a manner that needs to be reconsidered, he must be 
credited for rightly emphasizing the ontological issue to be of fundamental 
importance for Early Yogacara Mahayana and its subsequent formation in 
Samdh. [see Ex. 30] 

Against the Madhyamikas, who scholastically elaborated the 
Mahayana theory of non-originatedness, the Tattvartha chapter elaborates a 
different ontological description of ultimate reality. While referring, in fact, 
to the same Mahayanasitra as scriptural authority, as Nagarjuna had done, 
it asserts the ultimate as a positive ground of Being. [see Ex. 31] 


1 Cf. hereto also Alayav.: n. 628a. See also below, § 80, note. 


2 Cf. SCHMITHAUSEN 1969; Alayav.: n. 111. However, those scholars, who would ascribe 
BoBh to Asanga, known for his post-Samdh elaborations of the Y.-V. conceptual 
framework, would probably find it difficult to regard BoBh as a work that represents a 
level of conceptual development antedating the Samdhinirmocanasitra. 


3 As indicated above (§ 12, note), already Nagarjuna (MMK XIII. 8) had referred his critics 
to the Ka@Syapaparivarta (KP §§ 64ff.). 

The Tattvartha-patala rejoins and paraphrases a passage from KP § 64 to express the 
view that better even than to misunderstand sinyata — as the Madhyamikas do in the eyes 
of BoBh (cf. Ex. 31) — it is to share the heretic belief in a personal self (BoBhp 31,21: idari ca 
samdhayoktam ™ bhagavata | varam ihaikatyasya pudgaladrstir na tu evaikatyasya durgrhita 
Siinyateti |). 

[“ Note — as will still further be indicated below [p. 176] — that already here in 

the Tattvarthapatala there are references (as in the present case) to the "implicit 

intention" of the Tathagata in Mahayanasiittras. Also with respect to prompting the 
reader's attention into an hermeneutic sphere, which is reflecting early Mahayana- 

siitras as being endowed with an implicit intention (samdhi/samdhaya [cf. BHSD s.v.; 

SEYFORT RUEGG 1989]), BoBh is a predecessor of Samdh. There are traces in BoBh 

indicating the formative hermeneutic milieu from which Samdh arose]. 
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78. In spite of sharing BoBh's rejection of the early Mahayana trend of 
conceiving ultimate reality as utterly groundless, the Samdhinirmocansitra's 
ontological program has been different. It was concerned with a fundamental 
"relocation" of this ground of Being. Ultimate Being was redefined as being 
something immanent in noetic processes constituting the empirical world 
that is experienced (tathata = vijfiaptimatrata). However much these processes 
concealed Being-as-such (tathata)! by bringing a merely constructed reality 
(parikalpitalaksana) into focus due to a simple, but decisive, lack of a more 
fundamental ontological attentiveness (ayoniSomanasikara = avidya), the 
ultimate, according to Samdh, is essentially not separate from consciousness. 

Consciousness itself was ontologized — but not reified — to an 
unprecedented degree, and the descriptive gaze remained focused upon its 
constitutive dynamics even while designatively accounting for the level of 
ultimate truth. [see Ex. 32] 

Although Samdh VIII.20.2 has analytically divided tathat@ into seven 
categories, it was essentially a vijfaptitathata, a Being-as-such of (or in) noetic 
constitution — i.e. the true reality of noetic constitution (vijfiaptitattva; 
MAVBh 43,6; MAVT 133,18) — defined as vijfaptimatrata. 


79. On the empirical level, the decisive terminological step from the 
Abhidharma notion of vijfiapti to the neologism vijfiaptimatra implied a 
conception of this empirical level as being not separate from this ground of 
Being. The empirical reality is found only to the extent it is accomplished by 
a “purely noetic constitution" (vijfiaptimatra). 

Samdh VIII.7-8 introduces this concept in a dialogue between the 
Tathagata and Maitreya in response to the inquiry whether the images 
observed in meditation are different from one's psyche or not. They are 
explained as being not different (tha dad pa ma yin). What appears in the form 


' On the notion of tathata in various contexts, see particularly Siddhi: 743-761; Traité I: 39 n. 
1, V: 2186 [for further quasi-synonyms, cf. MAVT 49f.], 2185ff.; SCHMITHAUSEN 1969a: 
15ff., 1978: 112ff.; SCHERRER-SCHAUB 1991: n. 378. 

Referring originally (SN II: 26,3ff.) to the unchangeable truth (avitathata 
ananfiathata), the "thusness", of the law of pratityasamutpada, the term tathata subsequently 
developed intoan ontological notion to designate in Mahayana the true nature of the 
dharmas, the different interpretations of which, as we have seen, came to demarcate 
different scholastic branches. The Yogacara(-Vijfianavadin)s could well have agreed (cf. Tr 
25bc) with Candrakirti when he defines tathata as "[l]a qualité d’étre tel (tathabhava), de ne 
pas changer, d'étre toujours immutable" (LA VALLEE POUSSIN 1933: 41 translating PrasP 
265,1: keyam tathata | tathabhavo ‘vikaritvuam sadaiva sthayita |) and had stopped there. But, 
as a Madhyamika, Candrakirti then indicates these notions to refer, in fact, to the absolute 
non-origination (sarvadanutpada eva). 

For the Yogacara(-Vijnanavadin)s, "le tathata est presence pure", "les choses sont 
"ainsi", que leur véritable nature consiste en l'absence de toute détermination autre qu'un 
pur étre-la" (MAY 1971: 315), having the "maniére d'étre" (Traité: 2182), as the "hdchste 
Sein", as the "innewohnende einheitliche wahre Wirklichkeit" (SCHMITHAUSEN 1976: 260), 
as the "Being-as-such" consisting in the "wahren Wesen (tathata) aller Erscheinungen" 
(SCHMITHAUSEN 1973: 171). 


164 Samdh's Novel Stage of Ontological Reflection 


of a visualized image is a noematic reference point (alambana). And such a 
reference point is one that is manifested by a purely noetic constitution 
(*tasya pratibimbasyalambanam vijfiaptimatraprabhavitam). [see Ex. 33] 


Just like the image appearing in a mirror is not different from the 
mirror itself, to adduce the analogy provided in Samdh VIII.7.1 The more 
crucial assertion follows in Samdh VIIL8: also that which in ordinary 
experiences appears as sensory form, etc., is not different from the psyche 
(gzugs la sogs par snan ba ... sems de dag tha dad par ma lags). 

This statement is not accompanied by an illustrative analogy. There 
follows only a categorical assertion: those, who do not recognize the 
appearances (of apparently real sensory forms) as being de facto a purely 
noetic constitution (*vijfiaptimatram eva), are regretted as puerile minds liable 
to erroneous perceptions. 


80. However laconic the Samdhinirmocanasitra becomes at this point, 
ontologically seen, the position expressed in Samdh VIII.8 essentially 
presupposes the notion of a sarvabijakam cittam, just as sarvabijakam cittam 
logically implies the notion of vijfiaptimatra (cf. also Samdh V.4).3 


! Notwithstanding the novel technical details defining *pratibimbasyalambanam, and apart 
from the reversal of the position of the analogy in relation to the phenomenological 
description, up to this point the dialogue in Samdh is almost a replication in nuce of 
PrBuSASS § 3K-3L. But from here on PrBuSASS and Samdh part company and go into 
diametrically opposed directions (cf. Ex. 32). While PrBuSASS § 3M proceeds into the 
hermeneutic realm of the ultimately unconstituted, Samdh VIII.8 turns to the elucidation of 
the most concretely constituted. PrBuSASS's hermeneutic movement had introduced 
cittamatra, yet leads to the sublation of that notion, whereas Samdh realizes the 
programmatic intention of reinforcing its notion of vijfiaptimatra by letting it embrace even 
the grossest modes of manifestation. 


2 Samdh VIIL.8: byis pa phyin ci log gi blo can rnams ni gzugs brian de dag la rnam par rig pa 
tsam de nid yan dag pa ji lta ba bZin mi Ses pas phyin ci log tu sems so. 


3 As will have been noticed, the causative notion of vijfiapti- has been interpreted in 
the sense of denoting the ‘active constitution of the cognized’. The corresponding 
verbal form vijfiapayati (cf. SCHMITHAUSEN 1984: 440n. 33) has been employed in Y 59,16 
to connote the cognitive function of consciousness in the process of cognizing an object in 
the sense that "thereby the entitative characteristic as a whole is noetically constituted by the 
consciousness" (tatra sakalam vastulaksanam vijfianena vijriapayati). 

This basic noetic constitution, in its turn, provides a foundation for other psychic 
functions to hermeneutically realize (pratipadyate) the object's specific features (cf. Y 59,17- 
22; the subject of the discussion being the sarvatragas caitasikah). 

As a technical term, vijfiapti has been translated by the expression ‘noetic 
constitution’, corresponding to the meaning of vijfiapti as employed in Yogacara- 
Vijnanavada thought (as distinct from its employment in general Abhidharma; for this 
distinction and for a concise discussion of vijfiaptimatra(ta), see SCHMITHAUSEN 2001: 1057) 
— and corresponding to the all-embracing interest of the Samdhinirmocanasitra to 
systematically develop a complete (and genetic) model of constitution of reality. 

Accordingly it also resonates with the evidence that the expression vijfiaptimatra has 
obviously been chosen in contrast to the already available term cittamatra that had much 
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In other words, sarvabijakam cittam and vijfiaptimatra form complement- 
ary structural components of Samdh's new ontological model.! And in 
conjunction with the conception of a threefold ontological nature of the 
dharmas (Samdh VI.3ff.), these structural components are patterning a single 
underlying theme: the constitution of reality. 

Gaining its peculiar contours against the historical background of 
ontological hermeneutics in earlier Mahayanasttras, the fundamental 
philosophical question to which the Samdhinirmocanasiitra provided a novel 
response has, rather, been the one once expressed by LEIBNIZ (1714)? in the 
simple words : "Pourquoi il y a plutét quelque chose que rien?" 


81. The great philosophical achievement of the early Mahayanasiitras was 
to ontologize nirvana, the traditional ultimate telos. For the realization of 
such an ontological telos it is not primarily a temporal distance anymore that 
is to be bridged in terms of developing pure dharmas that reach up to it. 
Purity (viguddhi) has become an ontological category.2 What is empirically 
perceived in form of actualized dharmas is, ontologically speaking, always 
already in nirvana (prakrtinirvrta). Even bad dharmas will not later, at some 
point of time called nirvana, have ceased, because they have never really (i.e., 
ontologically) come into existence at all.4 All forms of existence, including 
everything pertaining to any path of liberation, are linguistic constructions 
(vikalpa, kalpana, nama, prajfiapti, prapatica, etc.) related to innumerable modes 
of insisting upon specific apperceptions (upalambha).6 In view of this 


earlier been introduced in the Pratyutpanna°-Samadhisitra (PrBuSaSS 36 [§ 3L]; cf. SCHMIT- 
HAUSEN 1973: 175f.), and indeed, as noted above, in a rather similar context. Though 
cittamatra indicates the same ontological fact (and has therefore also been employed in Y.- 
V.), its active connotation is too weak to fit technically into a system of genetic constitution 
(cf. also SCHMITHAUSEN 1973: 164 n. 3 and 2001: 1057). 


1 Thus, from a compositional point of view, it would follow that Samdh V.2-3 and Samdh 
VIII.7-8 complement each other. 

The additional phenomenological step from Samdh VIII.7-8 to Samdh VIIL9, 
leading from vijfaptimatra to tathata, also forms an important element within the integral 
compositional structure of Samdh. 


2G. W. LEIBNIZ, Principes de la Nature et de la Grace, fondés en raison, § 7. In C. J. Gerhardt's 
editon (Die philosophischen Schriften von G. W. Leibniz, Berlin 1875-90), vol. VI: 602. 


3 Or, to be more precise, an onto-phenomenological category; cf. PP 146,18ff.: Sariputra 
aha | ka punar bhagavan visuddhih | bhagavan aha | anutpadah Sariputra apradurbhivo 
‘nupalambho ‘nabhisamskaro visuddhir ity ucyate. 


4 The Ajatasatrukaukrtyavinodanasitra is particularly instructive in this respect; cf. 
HARRISON/HARTMANN 2000: 180f., 188ff. (see also earlier HARTMANN/HARRISON 1998); 
SiSam 146ff. 


5 Cf., e.g., the description of anupayakausala at PP 139,17ff. (the bodhisattva's failure is 
expressed by the terms adhitisthati samjanite ‘dhimucyate [i.e. he relies upon, conceives of, 
is convinced of ... any dharma)]); in Asta 11f./ AAA 57f., by the way, these terms do not yet 
occur. 
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ontological analysis, the crucial distinction between levels of reality is one in 
terms of an ontological difference. Hence, the essential means to 
bridge this difference, to produce a sense of "having gone to the other side" 
(paramita),’ is hereby "non-apperception" (anupalambha).2, Suspending layers 
of linguistic construction by means of progressively radicalized stages of 
anupalambha > gives access to the "other side": the original ontological nature 
of non-originatedness. 

Once this original nature has been "entered" through the door of 
anutpattikadharmaksanti — entailing the realization that all the dharmas in 
terms of which one might conceive oneself and the world have never really 
arisen at all — everything can only be perceived in its light. [see Ex. 34] 

Epistemologically speaking, everything is getting reduced to this 
ontological nature of non-originatedness and, like a Black Hole, to use a 
modern analogy, "it swallows up whatever comes close”.4 


82. Thus faced with this mode of ontologizing the ultimate reality, the 
Samdhinirmocanasittra continued BoBh's reaction and asked: given this 
original lack of an ontological fundament, why is it then that there is 
something at all, rather than nothing?> And in its overall hermeneutical 
intention, the text of Samdh represents an answer to this aporia in the form of 
providing an integral model accounting for the constitution of being, while 
nevertheless preserving the ‘ontological difference’. For to remain on 
accepted Mahayana ground meant to preserve this ontological difference, 
which distinguished Mahayana from Sravakayana Abhidharma (and served 
as the basis for ensuing ethical elaborations, in particular those embodied in 
the heroic attitude and career of the ideal type of a Bodhisattva). 


1 Which is, of course, not really an "other" side; cf., e.g., PP 135,2f.: iyam api [...] 
prajnaparamita aparaparagatam upadaya ... 


2 Connoting more concretely the metaphorical nuance of "(non)-grasping", the term 
(a)pari-Vgrah- is one of the favoured synonyms of the notion of (an)upa-Vlabh- ; cf., e.g., 
Asta 8f.; PP 132ff. 


3 PP 146,5ff. speaks also of anupalambhayoga, by means of which the bodhisattva trains 
himself. 


4 As the Satasahasrika Prajfiaparamita, representing the immense growth of the 
Prajiiaparamita literature with a correlated diminishment in substance, seems to 
demonstrate. 

An awareness of the psychological phenomenon that the "anutpanna"-ontology was 
apt to inspire fear is already expressed at the beginning of the Astasahasrika Prajfiaparamita , 
where it says that only the bodhisattva, who does not tremble when hearing about it, is 
qualified for being instructed in this type of transcendental discrimination (Asta 5: ... 
bodhisattvasya cittam navaliyate na samliyate ... na samtrasam apadyate esa eva bodhisattvo 
mahasattvah prajfiaparamitayam anusasaniyah). 


5 Cf. above, § 74, for the opposite direction of questioning as implicit in early 
Mahayanasitras popularizing the anutpanna-ontology (i.e., sarvadharma anutpannah, etc.) 
that is criticized here. 
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Hence, it is as a conscious reflection of this need to preserve it, yet 
without the implications associated with it in previous Mahayanasitras, that 
the Samdhinirmocanasiitra does not reflect the ‘ontological difference’ as one 
that obtains between the conventional (samurti) presence of the dharmas and 
their ultimately being non-originated (anutpada), conceived as an intrinsic 
emptiness of all noemata (sarvadharmasiinyata),1 but in terms of a threefold 
ontological model. In spite of developing the model of a threefold absence of 
intrinsic nature (nthsvabhavata; cf. Samdh VIL4ff.), the presence of ultimate 
reality (paramartha) has been positively described as the 'diaphanously clear 
noematic reference point’ (rnam par dag pa'i dmigs pa, *viSuddhalambanam),* 
and in terms that do not negate an ultimate Ground of Being. Explaining this 
ontology to represent the “implicit intention" (samdhi) even of the earlier 
siitras that taught sarvadharma anutpannah is a part of Samdh's rhetorical 
agenda (VII.8-9).3 

Thus the absence of an intrinsic nature of the dharmas in the ultimate 
sense (paramartha-nihsvabhavata) is yet "something" being constituted/ mani- 
fested/revealed (rab tu phye ba, *prabhavita; VII. 6/9)4 as an absence of intrinsic 
nature (nihsvabhavata), or as the insubstantiality of the dharmas (dharma- 
nairatmya; VII.9). This means in Samdh VII.9 that it is forever (*nityakalam) 
established (rnam par gnas pa, *vyavasthita) as “some Being", viz. as the Being, 
the true ontological nature, of the dharmas (dharmanam dharmata = tathata), 
which as a possible phenomenological experience is correlated to a state of 
perception that is free from all psychic dysfunctioning (ion mons pa thams cad 
du bral ba), etc. 

Accordingly, the notion of parinispanna, which comes to generally 
characterize the paramarthanihsvabhavata (VII. 6), does likewise refer to that 
presence of Being as it is ‘perfectly manifest’. [see Ex. 35] 


| For a general survey of the ontological positions, as related to the notion of sinyata taken 
respectively in Sravakayana schools and in early Mahayana, see conveniently Lamotte, 
Traité IV, chapitre XLVIII. For his account of the notion of anutpada, see especially the 
section "Rejet du réalisme" (ibid.: 2015ff.). 


2 Samdh VIL6 (= BoBhVinSg 64a1f.): ... chos rnams la rnam par dag pa‘i dmigs pa gan yin pa 
de ni nas don dam yin par yons su bstan pa. 


3 Free from the polemic strain of BoBh's Tattvarthapatala (cf. Ex. 31), Samdh VII.8-9 simply 
lets the Buddha speak and explain that whenever he taught all dharmas to be anutpanna, 
aniruddha, adisanta and prakrtinirorta, he implied two things: (1) the triple absence of an 
intrinsic nature (trividha nihsvabhavata) and (2) the ultimate absence of intrinsic nature as 
one thatis manifested (prabhavita) as a particularly qualified ground of insubstantiality 
of the dharmas (dharmanairatmya). 

Hereby the gerund samdhiya (dgons nas; cf. SEYFORT RUEGG 1989: 311f.) is 
frequently employed. As we observe, it is particularly in this ontological context of 
explaining ultimate reality where the Samdhinirmocanasiitra most vigorously engages in the 
task that its title designates. 


4 On the term prabhivita, see SCHMITHAUSEN 1969a: 109ff. and SEYFORT RUEGG 1969: 347ff. 
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Since it is any imagined characteristic (parikalpitalaksana), which distorts 
reality to be present as it is, the parinispannalaksana signifies the non- 
attribution of such characteristics upon paratantralaksana (VI.10). The 
parinispanna level of reality corresponds to a phenomenological awakening 
(avabodha) to the Being-as-such of the dharmas (dharmanam tathata) — impelled 
by vigour (virya) and proper fundamental attentiveness (suyonisomanasikira) 
(VI.6) — to be ascertained as a non-dual state (IV.9; VII.24), which is a 
homogeneous condition (IV.9, ekarasa, lit. ‘of a single flavour’).! 

Quite in line with these adumbrations of ultimate reality, Sinyata is 
also redefined (VIII.31): it is getting conceived as the non-apperception 
(anu palabdhi) of parikalpita-laksana in what is paratantra-laksana and parinispanna- 
laksana. [see Ex. 36] 


And strictly consistent with Samdh's own ontology, the eighth bhimi 
(IX.4) is not anymore? described in terms of being characterized by 


1 Samdh V1.6 (= BoBhVinSg 60b4): [...] chos rnams kyis yons su grub pa’i mtshan nid gan Ze 
na | chos rnams kyi de bZin rid gan yin pa ste |; 

"What is the perfectly manifest characteristic of the dharmas? It is the Being-as-such of the 
dharmas" (dharmanam tathata). 

Samdh IV.9 (= BoBhVinSg 56b7f.): de bzin riid kyi rjes su ‘bran ba gris med pa'i Ses pa la 
brten pa de nid kyis |don dam pa thams cad du ro gcig pa'i mtshan nid nes par ‘dzin pa ...; 
“Assimilating (*upadaya) the knowledge of non-duality associated with Being-as-such, they 
(ie. the Bhiksu-Yogacaras) do thereby indeed (*tena ev@ ascertain the ultimate reality as 
being altogether characterized by a single [experiential] flavour" (*paramartham 
sarvatraikarasalaksanam avadharanti). 


2"Not anymore”: i.e., in view of especially the Dasabhiimikasitra and the Bodhisattvabhiimi. 
Though the Bodhisattvabhumi has adopted various materials from the Dasabhiimikasitra (as 
already DAYAL 1932: 272 has pointed out), to which it explicitly refers (BoBhp 227,20f.), 
there are differences in interpreting it. 

Thus the notion of anutpattikesu dharmesu ksantipratilabdhah (BoBhp 239,23) has thus 
been taken over from the Dasgabhiimika's description of the eighth bhiimi (VIII. B: 
anutpattikadharma-ksantipraptah), but the original significance of this attainment (ie., that 
the bodhisattva penetrates the original non-originatedness of all dharmas, their state of 
being unborn, etc. (VIII.B: sa sarvadharmanam adyanutpannatam ca yathabhitam avatarati | 
ajatatam ca |...) has been discarded. 

Referring back (BoBhp 239,20) to its own Tattvarthapatala , it is here the "cessation 
of projective proliferations” that should be known as the summum bonum in Mahayana 
(BoBhp 38,3f.: evari ca praparicanirodho bodhisattvasya mahayanaparinirvanam iti veditavyam). 

Samdh IX.4. defines the 8th Bhiimi as the ‘immovable one’ (acala@), "because it is 
without effort with regard to [the achievement of] a state without characteristic 
determinants and because it is not agitated by the rise of dysfunctions related to 
characteristic determinants” (sa brgyad pa ni mtshan ma med pa la lhun gyis grub pa nid dan | 
mtshan ma‘i fion mons pa kun tu byun* bas mi spyod** pa nid kyi phyir mi g.yo ba zes bya’o 
[BoBhVinSg 90b3 reads: * kun ‘byun; ** bskyed]) 

For the immediate influence of the Samdhinirmocanasitra's definition of the 
Acalabhimi, see MSgr V.2.8 and MSA(Bh ad) XX-XXI. 37cd. 
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anutpattikadharmaksanti, the attainment of which had been, as noted, a conditio 
sine qua non for realizing the ultimate telos in early Mahayanasitras. 


83. As these observations demonstrate, the Samdhinirmocanasitra's 
reinterpretation of the experience of ultimate reality and, accordingly, of the 
‘ontological difference’, has been a carefully reflected affair of forceful inner 
integrity. The question remains, however, whether the ontological difference 
has fundamentally still been left intact, or whether, as claimed by later 
Madhyamika scholars,! the Yogacara-Vijfianavadins have actually blurred 
the distinction between the samurti and paramartha levels of reality on both 
ends — a fault which, if it had been justly noted, had its origin in the Samdhi- 
nirmocanasitra. But I do not intend to further investigate this problem here.” 


84. To return to our question, we have noticed that Samdh's fundamental 
concern with the 'constitution of reality’ had not only had significant 
consequences for the conception of ultimate reality, but had left an even 
stronger effect on the whole model of how empirical reality was to be 
conceived in its getting constituted. Just as dlayavijfiana may not be isolated 
from sarvabijakam cittam and adanavijfiana in order to understand the full 
impact of the introduction of the subliminal type of consciousness, it is a 
prerequisite for an adequate understanding of the total implications of 
Samdh's new dynamic ontological model accounting for a "non-reified" 
constitution of reality that its concept of a subliminal consciousness is not 
separated from those other neologisms that were introduced to designate 
functional aspects of an integral whole. Otherwise, there is a risk that one's 
understanding of the significance of the introduction of all of them fails to be 
satisfactory. 

In fact, all these concepts may be taken as indicators of the fundamental 
dilemmas the authors of the Samdh had to face. Being associated with the 
Mahayana branch of Yogacara, there was no question for them of returning to 
the phenomenological realism of Hinayana Abhidharma. But Mahayana 
scholarship in form of the logical deconstruction of the Madhyamikas — 
however forceful in its logical stringency — did not reflect the heightened 
awareness of the inner dynamic structure of reality, with which the Yogacara 


1E. g., by Bhavya in the Appendix to his Prajfiapradipa, chapter XXV; cf. LINDTNER 1984a: § 
15/ECKEL 1985: 72f and in (TJ ad) MHK V. 84ff. 


2 There is, however, no doubt that the Samdhinirmocanasitra itself is well aware of this 
problem. The early Mahayana notion of an ‘ontological difference’ is immediately 
associated with the concept of (dharma-)sinyata; and in connection with thematizing its 
concept of sinyata, Samdh VIII.31 does problematize the question concerning the 
possiblity of an absolute distinction (sin tu rnam par brel ba’i mtshan nid; “*atyanta-viyoga- 
laksanam) between ontological levels of reality on basis of Samdh's premises. 
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type of transcendental phenomenology seems to have continually remained 
in touch.! 

Above all, seen retrospectively from the stage of philosophical 
reflection achieved in Samdh, it was obviously more and more persistently 
felt among the "late" Early Yogacaras that the buddhological categorical 
framework, as it was traditionally handed down, had likewise become 
inadequate with respect to the requisite technical vocabulary for an 
appropriate synthetic description of the subtle distinctions they observed. 
The ontological model of BoBh's Tattvartha-patala seems to have represented 
the very limit of proceeding within the framework of traditional foci and 
notions, while accounting for a positive ground of Being on Mahayana 
premises. 

But TApat's model entailed aporias, which must have been noticed 
with growing uneasiness by the Early Yogacaras themselves. [see Ex. 37] 


The complexity of this situation in its entirety — that is, the sight of 
philosophical aporias versus sociological and exegetical constraints in various 
directions — must have served to build up a considerable tension, becoming 
strong enough for its resultant upsurge of energy to break through the 
traditional conceptual ground as hitherto accepted, then to fuse the various 
problematic loose ends into a unified descriptive model, finally to crystallize 
into a coherent pattern of systematic presentation and to create the 
Samdhinirmocanasitra. 


85. Given the lack of precise historical data, yet based on the textual 
evidence as assembled above (in §§ 74-84, incl. the Explications referred to), 
it is thus also in relation to a set of socio-psychological factors that I tend to 
reconstruct the genesis of Samdh's philosophical model as an idea-historical 
response to traditional problems on various levels, yet also asa paradigm 
shift starting to emphasize the "transparent" constitution of reality. The 


! This scholastic conflict in Mahayana may perhaps even be interpreted as some sort of 
continuity of a similar kind of conflict as the one that L. de LA VALLEE POUSSIN 1937 
("Musila et Narada. Le Chemin du Nirvana") had noticed in canonical Pali texts and that 
has been even more elaborately treated in SCHMITHAUSEN 1981: 214ff. But, at least in the 
present context, it would be too imprecise to define the opponents in terms of reflecting 
contradictory "rationalistic" and "mystic" attitudes. 

Though the Early Yogacdéra author of the Tattvdrthapatala criticizes the 
methodological equipment of his opponents as being nothing but shallow logic 
(yogavihitena tarkam&@trenaiva; BoBhp 31,13), what he actually rejects is not their rational 
attitude in defence of articulated preferences of some kinds of mystic absorptions. But, 
employing logical reasons himself, it is the radical logical deconstructivism of the 
Madhyamikas that is disfavoured. 


2 Assuming that the formation of their essentially phenomenological theories are in some 
way related to observations within patterns of contemplative insight, without however 
committing myself, at this point, to specific views on possible relationships between 
theoretical frameworks and meditative practice. 
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fundamental question "Pourquoi il y a plut6t quelque chose que rien?" has 
been answered in an integral manner to account for both levels of reality. 
By ascertaining tathata as vijfiaptimatrata, Being-as-such! has been conceived as 
the true Being of a purely noetic constitution of the empirical. That is, as 
something corresponding to an immanent transparency of Being in every 
noetic act. The *svabhavatraya-model served to underline and to elucidate this 
phenomenological awareness of Being's transparent presence (Samdh VI.9) 
even within cognitive experiences that were ordinarily constituted as 
constructions of conventionally imagined forms of existence.2 Had these 
conventional forms of existence any real basis outside the processes of noetic 
constitution for the authors of Samdh, their ontological model would have 
been rather meaningless. Hence the capacity of generating lived 
horizons of experience from accumulated psychic propensities (vasana), and 
that of accumulating and preserving the informations of all (sarva) 
experiences in the form of latent potentialities (bija), has been a 
presupposition for the dynamic model as a whole to function. 


86. It is therefore at this stage of philosophical development, to respond to 
Alayav. § 1.7(1), where the introduction of the subliminal consciousness 
(sarvabijakam cittam, adanavijnana, alayavijfana) had become inevitable asan 
integral part within a compact Mahayana model, a model that accounted 
for the ontological difference by describing the ultimate as a Being-as-such 
which is manifest as the transparent insubstantiality (nihsvabhavata) in, and of, 
purely noetic processes constituting the empirical (cf. below, p. 189). 


By devising its integral ontological model the Samdhinirmocanasitra 
constitutes, as a historically tangible literary product, the inception of 
Yogacara-Vijhanavada, thereby providing the phenomenological foundation 
for ensuing scholastic activities philosophically elaborating it partially (e.g., 
AS, MAV) or as as whole (e.g., MSer, Tr/TrBh). 


87. | Up to now, one question has been left open: why is it ada@navijnana that 
receives the strongest emphasis in the Samdhinirmocanasittra, whereas sub- 
sequently it was dlayavijfiana that was most vividly emphasized? 


Having shared this process of realizing dlayaviyfana to be endowed 
with the phenomenological significance of a ‘Latent Consciousness’, while 
understanding a@danavijfiana to signify the same subliminal consciousness in 
its aspect of an 'Appropriating Consciousness’, and having comprehended 
the Samdhinirmocanasitra's fundamental concern with the constitution 
of reality as the very reason for its inception, we should be sufficiently 
prepared to appreciate what is now a rather simple answer. 


1Cf. § 78, note. 
2Cf. final portion of Ex. 35. 
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In the particular historical situation of buddhological thought, that is, 
against the background which had actually triggered the composition of the 
Samdhinirmocanasitra, an emphasis placed upon the term adanavijfiana has 
more effectively expressed the sitra's purposeful attitude than the choice of 
alayavijriana could have done. 

By employing the term @danavijfiana at the prominent place in the gatha 
at the end of Samdh V, where the subliminal consciousness is explicitly 
introduced (not without warning against phenomenological immaturity) as a 
conceptual innovation, the direction of the sitra's ontological concern gets 
rather clearly indicated as one that had been all too neglected in Mahayana. 
Thereby, the notion of @danavijfiana squarely encountered philosophical 
agendas (regarded as soteriologically justified, but epistemologically and 
ontologically mistaken) going exclusively in the opposite direction 
(anutpanna, etc.). The Tathagata's gatha must have been felt as a direct affront 
by the Madhyamikas.'! In other words, from a rhetorical point of view, the 
assertive connotation of adanavijfia@na has in a more powerful way been able to 
express Samdh's programmic intention than the suggestive strength of 
alayavijnana— the latent home-ground embodying the virtuality of 
intentional assertions — had been. 

However, as regards the philosophical significance of the new concept 
of a subliminal consciousness, it is certainly the term d@layavijfiana, which 
directly designates the factually innovative aspect. This aspect consisted in a 
truly existing latent consciousness as separate from, yet interacting with, 
the actualized consciousness processes. Therefore, it is little wonder that 
alayaviynana subsequently received — and still receives — the most elaborate 
scholastic attention. 


Explications 
[Ex. 30] 


In his Die Philosophie des Buddhismus, Frauwallner translates and juxtaposes 
important portions from the Tattvarthapatala (on pp. 271-279) and Samdh VI 
and VII (on pp. 284-295). In fact, he concentrates almost exclusively on the 
ontological issue,2_ but, it must be added, only in a restricted way. Though 
he has his finger on the right spot, Frauwallner does not relate the 
svabhavatraya/trividha nihsvabhavata-model of Samdh to its vijfaptimatra(ta) 


1A most explicit Madhyamaka reaction is that of Candrakirti, who, as also referred to by 
LOPEZ (1988: 60), rejected the Samdhinirmocanasittra as an authority of highest order by 
relegating it to the subordinated position of stitras expressing only neyartha statements (cf. 
MAvBh 195,19-196,11 and further 198,15). 


2 In view of this strong emphasis, it is surprising that it hardly left any trace in 
SCHMITHAUSEN 1973. 
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ontology (which, in its turn, necessitates a sarvabijakam cittam foundation). 
While he rightly correlated the ontological development! of Samdh to 
BoBh's earlier reflections, he did not understand its nature as a de facto 
advancement of Samdh beyond the Tattvarthapatala. Frauwallner (op. cit.: 281) 
considered the ontological model of Samdh as a philosophical failure.2 The 
only reason why it is supposed to have become the fundament for the 
subsequent Y.-V. thinking was, according to him, the fondness of Indian 
thinkers for splitting things up into numerical categories.3 

In my evaluation of the ontological model developed in Samdh, I 
differ from Frauwallner and conceive it as a conscious effort to address the 
aporias of the Tattvarthapatala model and to find a solution for those. 


[Ex. 31] 


The Tattvarthapatala (TApat) of the Bodhisattvabhiimi constitutes an especially 
interesting stage of philosophical reflection in the history of Yogacara(- 
Vijfianavada). TApat forms an important philosophical document in its own 
right, formulates the first Mahayana polemic against Madhyamaka, and 
constitutes the interesting case of a text documenting the historical stage of 
transition toward Yogacara-Vijiianavada.* 

In its discussion and emphasis of various, especially ontological, topics, 
this chapter expresses attitudes that are significantly similar to those of the 
Samdhinirmocanasitra. However, to provide an example, although the true 
reality (tattvam/tathata) has been invested with some attributes identical to 
those that will also be applied to it in Samdh — it is inexpressible 
(nirabhilapya), but revealed/manifested (prabhavita), and this as non- 
duality (advaya) — what is most obvious, when comparing these two texts, is 
the difference in their employment of technical vocabulary. 

Still, that there is a close resemblance in their ontological concern is 
demonstrated by the efforts, put forth by the author of the Tattvartha chapter 


1 Tt must be noted, however, that Frauwalliner did not employ the designation "ontological" 
to characterize what he seems to have perceived as the most essential issue. 


2 Ibid.: "Die darin gegebene dreifache Aufspaltung ist allerdings schief und hat immer 
wieder Schwierigkeiten bereitet. [For whom? HB] Im Samdhinirmocanasiitram selbst ist es 
nicht vollkommen gelungen, den Gedanken klar durchzufihren, ...". 


3 Ibid: " ... aber die darin liegende Systematik entsprach der zur zahlenmaBigen 
Aufgliederung neigenden, in der Yogacara-Schule besonders stark ausgepragten, indischen 
Art. Und so hat sich diese Lehre rasch endgtiltig durchgesetzt." 


4 Cf. also FRAUWALLNER 1956: 267ff. for a characterization of the ontological position of 
BoBh in contrast to that of the Madhyamikas and his translation (ibid.: 271-279) of important 
portions of the Tattvarthapatala. Within the present framework, it may suffice to recall 
some of its essential features as a background against which the resemblances and 
differences of the Samdhinirmocanasitra position can be perceived with greater ease. 
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(cf. BoBhp 30f.), to disprove those engaged in denying (apavadamdana) a 
foundation as the determinant for designative propositions (prajriaptivada- 
nimittadhisthanam). This foundation has to be assumed as being really existent 
in the ultimate sense (paramarthasadbhittam) as precisely that Being, which is 
inexpressible as to its identity (nirabhilapyatmakata). And here this Being is 
also termed vastu, or vastumiatra, the ‘pure ens (= something-being-present)’. 
Those who would refuse to accept such a vastumatra, but regard the 
ontological nature of that which is present as one being prajfiaptimatram eva, 
“purely designative only", would have failed to account for that due to which 
designations first come into play. And hence they had actually denied the 
existence of designations, as well. The opponents hinted at (BoBhp 31,11ff.) 
are said to have only superficially understood these difficult Mahayana texts 
having siinyata as their subject and being, profound (gambhira) as such texts 
are, of implicit purport (@bhiprayikartha).! Further, being thus supposed to 
deny the existence of both tattvam and prajfapti, those here criticized were 
accused of being nihilists (nastika).2 Suspending the question of whether the 
opponents were correctly interpreted or not, there can be hardly any doubt 
that the Madhyamikas are being attacked here? for having perceived the 


1 Cf. SEYFORT RUEGG 1985: 309, 314. 


2 BoBhp 31,17ff.: tais tattvam api prajfiaptir api tad ubhayam apy apavaditam bhavati | 
prajfiapti-tattvapavadac ca pradhaino nastiko veditavyah / sa evam nastikah sann akathyo 
bhavaty asamvasyo bhavati vijianim sabrahmacarinam | sa atmanam api vipadayati | loko ‘pi yo 
‘sya drstyanumata apadyate /. 


3 This is confirmed by Bhavya, who, being both a Madhyamika and a doxographer, takes 
up this accusation in the fifth chapter of his Madhyamakahrdaya/Tarkajvala (Yogacara- 
tattvavatara). Here, in the course of critically discussing Yogacara(-Vijfianavada) views he 
clearly restates the essence of BoBhp 31,17ff. and, in his own way of expression, retorts to it 
in MHK V. 82-83: 

prajnapter apy asadbhavo ‘vastvabhave bhave(t)* sati' / 

taddrstir> nastiko ‘kathyah sa hy asamvasya eva ca // 

svayam Gpayikatve ‘sau* pare(sim ca) vipadakah® / 

iti dvesamisodgaro 7(')bhimanajirnasiicakah // 
(1-1) MHKy;: suabhave vastuno 'sati; 2) MHK,y/c: bhave; MHK: bhavet; ©) MHKyyc: na 
drstir; Tib.: de ni; MHK py: tad°; 4 MHKy/c: apayikatvisau, MHK,/y: Gpayikatve ‘sau 
(5) MHKyy/c : lacuna; Tib.: gZan yan phun bar byed pa yin; MHK,/p: paresam ca; 
(6) MHKinjc: padakah (yet, cf. Tib. in n. 5 and BoBhp 31,19: vipadayati), MHKy/1: 
vipadakah; 7) MHKy/c: timana® (the aksaras t and bh being often similar, Tib. in TJ: 
mnon pa’i na rgyal), MHKy;: ‘bhimana®, MHK,: ‘timanacirna’®. 
MHK,, = fol. 15b4f. in: JIANG 1991; MHKc = GOKHALE 1994: 32; MHK, = LINDTNER 
1995: 37; MHKy = HOORNAERT 2002: 120f., cf. also his Appendix, pp. 134ff. 


“The non-existence of also the ‘designation’ would obtain in the case the 
‘something-being-present’ were non-existent; somebody having that 
[latter] view is a nihilist, he is of course somebody not to be 

spoken with and somebody indeed not to be associated with. 

[Getting] himself into a state leading to hell, he is one who causes 
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problematique merely in terms of logical arguments (tarkamatrena), but 
without yoga.! 

The functional significance which the concept of vastumatra receives in 
TApat is not restricted, in fact, to being a passive ground. But it is conceived 
as one of the two dynamically interrelated factors to which the whole process 
of samsara may be reduced, the other being vikalpa: 

tac caitad dvayam bhavati samasatah vikalpas ca vikalpadhisthanam 

vikalpalambanari ca vastu | tac caitad ubhayam anadikalikam 

canyonyahetukani ca veditavyam/ [BoBhp 36,5ff.] 

"And this, concisely [said], then turns out to be a binary modus: 

notional construction and, serving both as the foundation for 

constructions and as the noematic reference point in constructions, 

the something-being-present (vastu). And this pair, then, should be 

understood as mutually motivating each other since 

beginningless time." 

Again (cf. BoBhp 26,18-28), all those things — from sensory form (riipa) to 
nirvana — which are meant by the people (loka) to exist entitatively (lokasya 
bhava ity ucyate), forming the basis of all their notional constructions and 
projective proliferations (sarva-vikalpa-prapatica-miilam lokasya), exist only as 
"the dharmas whose intrinsic nature is exclusively designative-propositional" 
(prajriaptivada-niriidhah svabhavo dharmanam). And, therefore, just as a position 
which would assert that nothing at all substantially exists (sarvena sarvam 
nasti) would have fallen away, a position would similarly deviate from the 
dharma as taught (and from the vinaya as practised) in the circles of the Early 
Yogacaras, if it would lack a crucial discrimination. And this would be the 
case, if such a position would, 

through an untrue imputation, be insistently clinging to an intrinsic 

characteristic of the "something-being-present” of the dharmas 


(of sensory form etc.) as [real] sensory form etc., while [such a 
characteristic is actually only] one whose intrinsic nature is a 


the downfall of others too" — vomiting thus out the raw 
substance (4misa) of [your] hatred evidences [your] haughtiness 
to be undigested." 


This is not the place to discuss the question whether the Tattvarthapatalakara's doubts with 
regard to the ability of Madhyamika philosophers to reach into the profundities of 
Prajiaparamita thought may be said to have been successfully invalidated by Bhavya 
through offering an insight into the invective delicacies suiting his own thinking. — The 
first part (vv. 82-83ab) is commented upon at TJ dza 246a7ff. and the latter part (83cd) at TJ 
dza 246bé6ff. (for an edition and translation, see now also HOORNAERT 2002: 120f., 131f.). 


1 Hereby the word yoga is possibly to be taken as a double entendre: ‘logical stringency’ (cf., 
e.g., TrBh *19,12f.: yuktir yogah |) and ‘integrative practice/contemplation’ (as in the term 
yogacara). Cf. also the general emphasis placed on the context of integrative practices in 
Samdh VIII with explicit reference to yoga toward the end of the chapter, which 
retrospectively receives the name *yoganitarthanirdesga (Samdh VIII.41.). 
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designative proposition" 

(yas ca ritpadinam dharmanam riipadikasya vastunah 

prajriaptivada-svabhavam svalaksanam asadbhita-samaropito 

‘bhinivisati; BoBhp 30,27ff.). 
That is, if one would fail to distinguish between things as they seem to 
present themselves in sensory experiences and the "“Thing-in-itself" ! 
(vastu[matra], i.e., the [pure] "something-being-present"), and if one would, on 
basis of this failure, attribute an experiential characteristic of the sensory 
world to the "Thing-in-itself", then one had likewise missed the madhyama 
pratipat, the hermeneutical mid realization, according to BoBh (just as a 
reductionistic negation had failed). For all the attributes specifying sensory 
experiences (thereby making them communicable) are designative 
propositions and categories, which do not pertain to the vastu[matra]. 


As the Tattvarthapatala's ontological attitude can historically be 
perceived as marking a rudimentary stage of development in relation to that 
of the Samdhinirmocanasitra, this siitra has naturally not yet been referred to 
in this chapter. Apart from referring to the Kasyapaparivarta (cf. above, § 77, 
note), TApat quotes the Bhavasamkrantisiitra as a Mahayana scripture which 
was accepted as a valid traditional text (agama) and felt to be particularly 
suitable to serve as the hermeneutical basis for the authors of BoBh (cf. BoBhp 
33,1f.).2 The occasion for quoting BhSS is to provide an instructive lesson in 
applied textual hermeneutics. For among the qualities a bodhisattva is 
requested to develop, the one particularly important, already in TApat, is to 
penetrate all the sayings of implicit intention of the Tathagatas 
(BoBhp 38,13f.: tathagatanan ca sarva-samdhaya-vacanany anupraviSati). Meant, no 
doubt — and, historically speaking, we are now in a position to perceive 
what actually happened subsequently —, with the prospect of developing an 
ever greater skill in explicating (nirmocana) these implicit intentiontions 
(samdhi) of profound meaning (gambhirartha)} for the benefit of others.4 


| Cf. FRAUWALLNER 1956: 268ff. Note that, at BoBhp 37,14ff., vastu is getting clearly 
distinguished from bhava, 'something entitatively existent’; cf. below, p. 187. 


2 Which is not to say that BhSS has, in fact, had closer doctrinal ties to Yogacara than to 
Madhyamaka; like the Kasyapaparivarta, the Bhavasamkrantisitra has been appropriated by 
both philosophical Mahayana branches. Cf. also N. HAKAMAYA, "Analysis of the Bhava- 
samkrantisittra", IBK 26 (1977-78): 483-479; F. TOLA and C. DRAGONETTI, "Aryabhava- 
samkrantinamamahayanasitra: The Noble Siitra on the Passage through Existences”, 
Buddhist Studies Review 3 (1986): 3-18. 


3 The significant notion of gambhirartha-samdhinirmocanata in BoBhp 207,17/BoBhy 301,8 
has already attracted diverse modern interpretations; cf. esp. the important remarks in 
SCHMITHAUSEN 1969: 823 n. 52. 


4 Some further reflections on the philosophical stage of the Tattvarthapatala will be 
provided below in Ex. 37. 
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[Ex. 32] 


The predominant responsibility of the psyche (citta) for the modes of 
experience! in any given sphere of cognitive possibility (dhatu) has always 
been recognized in Buddhist thought (cf. LAMOTTE 1976: LXXIV). And the 
conception of traidhatukam as being cittamatram in some early Mahayanasitras 
(cf. above Ex. 3) has rather served to strengthen the focus upon the ultimate as 
non-originated, while relating anutpattikadharmaksanti to anupalambha (cf. e.g., 
PrBuSASS § 3L —> § 3M —> §15N). But it has not had the consequence of 
ontologizing consciousness beyond its sphere of psychic experiences. 

Centuries of specialization in meditative practice and the conception of 
a great number of different samadhis and visualization techniques (not least in 
the context of the various Yogacarabhiimis and yoga-manuals; cf. above Ex. 4) 
had not led to an ontological model as it is conceived in the 
Samdhinirmocana-sittra. While the ubiquitous traditional context of meditative 
practice is naturally presupposed everywhere in Buddhist thought, and has 
also been taken as a point of departure for explaining different theoretical 
models, an unspecified reference to contemplative exercise does not in itself? 
explain the particular hermeneutic turn taken in this sitra. Since the 
authors of Samdh were familiar with the ontological model of BoBh, but did 
not adopt it, they had obviously developed some reserves with regard to 
that model. They must have become aware of some problems. Hence, in my 
view, it is rather the comprehension of BoBh's ontological model as aporetic 
that has intellectually stimulated the development of Samdh's model. 


[Ex. 33] 


While it is undisputed "that Samdh VIII. 7-9 is not only the oldest extant 
source for the doctrine of vijfiaptimatra proper but also its first literary 
expression" (SCHMITHAUSEN 1984: 455),3_ the proper interpretation of Samdh 


! Just to provide a fairly well-known old assertion that apparently never quite lost its 
popularity: 


cittena niyate lokas cittena parikrsyate | As quoted in AKBh 38,22 (cf. 
ekadharmasya cittasya sarvadharma vasanuga \\ AKVy 95,22) with parallels and 
The world is conducted by the psyche, variants in SN I: 39; AN I: 177 


(§ 186); MSA XVIII.83; for the 
source of this verse, see 
PASADIKA 1989: 28. 


it is governed by the psyche. 
All the dharmas have come under the domination 
of a single dharma: [under that] of the psyche. 


2 Otherwise, it seems, SCHMITHAUSEN 1973 (cf., e.g., p. 176). SCHMITHAUSEN 2001: 1060 [7] 
reasserts the position conceiving the development of the notion of vijriaptimatra(ta) as the 
result of a "Reflexion auf bestimmte visualisierende Versenkungserfahrungen”. 


3 Schmithausen takes it as “obviously alluding to the "nominalist" doctrine of 
"denomination-only” (prajriaptimatra) of the Bodhisattvabhtimi” (op.cit.: 435). 
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VIll.7, the very introductory passage,! has created some problems. 
The latest pertinent contribution for the present concern? to me is Alayav.: n. 
625, which contains a number of corrections to be inserted in SCHMITHAUSEN 
1984, and which continues to discuss briefly the Dunhuang version of the 
Tibetan translation of this crucial passage. As indicated by SCHMITHAUSEN 
(1984; cf. § 11), an adequate understanding of the introductory vijfiaptimatra 
passage is "entirely dependent" upon the reconstruction of the Sanskrit. Yet it 
is of considerable importance to also be critically aware of what one actually 
expects to bea reasonable reconstruction. 

As SCHMITHAUSEN (1984: § 10; cf. already 1973: 168) relates, he expects 
"a skilful utilization of a widespread Abhidharmic definition of mind 
(vijfiana)", whereby "skilful" implies a reinterpretation of the Abhidharma 
formula so as to achieve an "idealist understanding” (1984: 441). With this 
expectation in mind, his efforts to understand — and to reconstruct — the 
passage are organized accordingly. This was perhaps justified in so far as, at 
that time, the Tibetan canonical versions available to him presented a 
uniform translation of the Sanskrit (after Lamotte's edition had been 
emended; cf. op. cit. § 3). In the meantime, some attention has been drawn to 
the Tibetan Dunhuang version, which represents a different interpretation of 
what is obviously the same Sanskrit passage.4 In an attempt to reconstruct its 
original shape, there is a remarkably clear presentation of that passage in 
Alayav.: n. 625. 

A significant syntactic difference between the Dunhuang version and 
the canonical version of the vijfiaptimatra passage occurs already in the first 
part of the response to the introductory question, why the visualized image 


1 ARAMAKI 2000, agreeing on Samdh VIII.7 as introductory passage, has "tried to propose 
the avavada structure of the Maitreya chapter of SandhN as the very clue to explain the 
"whence" of the vijfaptimatrata” (p. 57 n. 21). Avavada, as a sociological notion, is related 
to the dialogical principle of giving and receiving "instruction" (and as such omnipresent in 
sitra literature). But Aramaki seems to lift this principle into some sort of supernatural 
sphere to explain the "whence" of vijfiaptimatra. Accordingly, he "translates" Samdh 
(VIII.7)'s notion of ‘prabhavitam as "is instructed by the supernatural power of the 
omniscience of Buddhas and bodhisattvas" (p. 48), and he thinks that instruction about the 
new vijfana in Samdh is imparted "in the avavadda by the supernatural act of the 
mahaprabhava" (p. 56). As I do not think that Aramaki has either adduced sufficient support 
to back up his particular understanding of avavada or clarified in what sense (historically? 
mythologically?) vijfiaptimatra should have originated from what he calls avavida- 
structure, I have to indicate my serious reserves with regard to his interpretations. 


2 There may be some Japanese contributions not accessible to me. ARAMAKI 2000: 55f. 
merely states that he does not need to “add any philological examination of the sentence”, 
because he now accepts Schmithausen's reconstruction, "so superbly carried out by him". 


3 Let me also at this place gratefully acknowledge the fact of having received a personally 
revised copy from its author. 


4 At the end of the year 1984 (cf. the postscript in the revised version of SCHMITHAUSEN 
1984), N. Hakamaya has communicated the Dunhuang version to L. Schmithausen; later he 
published it in HAKAMAYA 1987. 
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(*pratibimba) in meditation is not different from the psychical itself (ci’i phyir 
tha dad pa ma yin Ze na): 
Dunhuang version:! 

rnam par rig pa tsam gyi phyir te / gzugs brian de la dmyigs pa 

rnam par rig patsam du rab du bsgoms pa ste / byams pa 

nas rnam par rig pa zZes bSado |/ 


Canonical version:2 
gzugs brfian de rnam par rig pa tsam du zad pa'i phyir te / byams pa 
rnam par Ses pa ni dmigs pa rnam par rig pa tsam gyis rab tu phye ba 
yin no zes nas bgad do | 


The canonical version provides a response in two parts. The second part 
_(rnam par es pa ni ... nas béad do) has received the strongest commentary and 
will be discussed below. 

The first part initiates the answer by saying: "Because the visualized image is 
just a purely noetic constitution.” The Dunhuang version has interpreted the 
Sanskrit differently in terms of its interpunction, but, with SCHMITHAUSEN 
(Alayav. n. 625), we may assume that it represents the Sanskrit word order 
rather closely: *vijriaptimatratvat tasya pratibimbasyalambana(m?) ... 

The original Sanskrit text probably did not contain any punctuation either 
before or after the genitive phrase tasya pratibimbasya.3 It seems even probable 
that this genitive phrase was intended to be construed in both directions,4 so 


1 Quoted from Alayav. n. 625. 


2 Though the present reproduction is not based on all the extant Kanjur versions, its 
wording is attested in the Tanjur as well; e.g., MSgr II.7 (cf. also SCHMITHAUSEN 1984: § 3), 
BoBhVinSg 74b7f. 


3 It may be possible that, like the Revatasiitra as quoted in SrBh 198ff. (cf. SAKUMA II: §§ A 
2.2ff.); Samdh read pratiriipa-, not pratibimba- (both terms are translated by Tib. gzugs 
brnan). For the present focus of investigation, this issue is of secondary importance. But it 
would become relevant as soon as we would take up the question of whether Samdh 
VIIL7 is directly related to the corresponding concerns thematized in the Revatasiitra. To 
wit: as a siitra that has been appropriated by MauBh, the Revatasiitra — as later the Samdhi- 
nirmocanasitra (Samdh IV.9) — addresses itself to a milieu of practitioners, where the 
bhiksu is also a yogacara. 


4 This semantico-syntactic phenomenon of double bind constructions seems still to be little 
explored. It has been explicitly thematized in the buddhological context by Y. KAJIYAMA 
("Thus Spoke the Blessed One ...") in Prajriaparamita and Related Systems: Studies in honor of 
Edward Conze, ed. L. Lancaster. Berkeley, 1977, 93-99. See further D. BOUCHER 1996: 90n. 1. 
In the context of Bhartrhari, Jan E. M. HOUBEN (The Sambandha-Samuddesa (Chapter on 
Relation) and Bhartrhari's Philosophy of Language, Groningen 1995: 6 n. 8) does likewise 
address it, while providing a reference to AKLUJKAR 1991. In § 2.4 of this article (cf. also its © 
n. 21), A. Aklujkar has shortly discussed this syntactic strategy and called it dehali-dipa, 
choosing this term in preference to terms like simhavalokana/simhavalokita or kakaksi-golaka, — 
all three of which are known in Sanskrit rhetorics as names for particular devices (nyaya), 
variously related to syntax and/or content (for preliminary notes on all three terms, cf. 
APTE, App. E and JACOB 2004 [I: 1st ed. 1900)). 
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as to be semantically related both to the preceding expression (vijfaptimatra- 
tvuat) and to the one that follows upon it (@lambana[m?]). Faced with this 
ambivalent Sanskrit syntactic construction, the Tibetan translators! had to 
decide upon a single semantic relationship to be expressed within the 
framework of the Tibetan syntax. In this respect, it is fortunate that the 
Dunhuang version provides a different interpretation, because it thereby 
strengthens our awareness of having to understand the canonical version, 
too, as a choice of interpretation responsible for specific syntactic conse- 
quences. In contrast to the canonical version, where *tasya pratibimbasya got 
related to the preceding *vijriaptimatratvat, the Dunhuang version connected it 
with the following alambana(m?). However, while enabling us to comprehend 
the underlying Sanskrit very clearly, the Tibetan text of the Dunhuang 
version had the disadvantage, precisely because of its attempt to reflect the 
Sanskrit wording as close as possible, of having resulted in a construction 
that was unintelligible to the Tibetans. As my former colleague Tarab Tulku 
has pointed out to me, the expression dmigs pa in the phrase gzugs brrian de la 
dmigs pa had actually achieved a verbal function. And an understanding of 
the expression rab tu bsgoms pa also appeared somewhat problematic. 

The canonical version entails the following problem: by relating tasya 
pratibimbasya to vijfiaptimatratvat the term dlambanam lost the weight of its 
syntactically strategic position to the extent that the fact of having this 
position as the subject? of the sentence was not recognized anymore. 
Having syntactically separated the first three words of the original Sanskrit 
sentence? had been syntactically separated from the rest, the logical weight 
dropped to the end of the sentence, to vijfianam, which consequently received 
the logically emphasized position in the Tibetan of the canonical versions. 

In the resultant canonical Tibetan translation it was vijfiana, not 
alambana, that had been defined and this, as again Tarab Tulku confirmed, in 
a manner not different from the style used in Abhidharma. 


The crucial point problematized in SCHMITHAUSEN 1984 with regard 
to providing an understanding of the introductory vijfiaptimatra passage has, 
however, not been its first part, but the question of how 4lambana is 
syntactically related to the following phrase “vijfiaptimatraprabhavitam. Is it 
separate from the latter compound, or is it fused with it as a member of an 
even larger compound (*alambanavijtiaptimatraprabhavitam)? 

Graphically, the difference is a tiny dot, semantically there is a 
considerable difference. 


1 Like the Chinese translators; cf. SCHMITHAUSEN 1984: esp. 442ff. 


2 In response to the preceding question that wished to understand why pratibimba is not 
separate from consciousness, alambana is the technical focal point that is defined in relation 
to vijfiana in terms of being vijriaptimatra. Cf. Alayav. n. 625 for the Skt. text; at the end of 
this present explication, the whole passage has likewise been provided. 


3L.e., the words *vijriaptimatratvat tasya pratibimbasya. 
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Beyond the Tibetan and Chinese canonical versions of Samdh VIIL7, 
SCHMITHAUSEN 1984 has investigated the commentatorial literature on this 
passage. Most decisive for his conclusion of considering alambana- to form a 
part of the larger compound were the Tibetan versions of the Mahayana- 
samgrahabhasya (MSgrBh) and Mahayanasamgrahopanibandhana (MSgrU) on 
MSer II.7, where Samdh VIII.7 had been quoted.!_ These two commentaries, 
providing the focus of our attention in the following, can be said to have 
fulfilled their purpose of constituting a sufficiently clear exposition of our 
crucial passage. The Tibetan translations of the Samdh-quotations correspond 
to the wording of the canonical version of the vijfiaptimatra-passage in the 
sitra; the commentaries concentrate on its second part: 
rnam par Ses pa ni dmigs pa rnam par rig pa tsam gyis rab tu phye ba yin no Zes nas 
bsad do | 
*alambana(-?)(m_?) vijriaptimatraprabhavitam vijfianam iti mayoktam 
The pertinent MSerBh passages (171b1ff.)2, have been edited and discussed in 
SCHMITHAUSEN 1984: §13, the MSgrU passages (271b1ff.)3 in op. cit. § 14. 
Before providing a few remarks on Schmithausen's interpretation, I shall 
concisely present my own understanding of these passages.* 


The translators of both MSgrBh and MSgrU> indicate the compound 
°prabhavitam as a bahuvrihi samasa by adding the particle can to °rab tu phye ba. 
Thus, quoting and glossing the siitra passage (rnam par Ses pa ni... rab tu phye 
ba can no Zes ...), MSgrBh says: 


[a] "the meaning hereby is: that reference point, which is one that is 
manifested by a purely noetic constitution, is nothing but the purely 
noetic constitution, devoid of an object" (des na dmigs pa rnam par 


1 However, Schmithausen discusses all the Chinese versions as well, and the reader is 
referred to these discussions. 


2 The text of the part taken up here runs: dGoris pa nes par ‘grel pa’i mdo las kyan | rnam par 
Ses pa ni dmigs pa rnam par rig pa tsam gyis rab tu phye ba can no Zes nas bsad do Zes gsuns pa 
des na dmigs pa rnam par rig” pa tsam gyis rab tu phye ba can de ni rnam par rig pa tsam nid de 
| don gyis ston pa Zes bya ba’i tha tshig go. [* P repeats: par rig] 


3 Already Lamotte had quoted and translated a substantial portion of MSgrU ad MSgr IL7. 
To provide the running text of the passage under reconsideration: dmigs pa rnam par rig pa 
tsam gyis rab tu dbye ba can zes bya ba ni phyi rol gyi dmigs pa med pa’o || rnam par Ses pa 
dmigs pa yin par nas bgad do \\ zes bya ni ‘di ltar dmigs pa de rnam par rig pa tsam gyis rab tu 
phye ba ni de’i no bo nid ces bya ba’i tha tshig go | rnam par Ses pa ni dmigs par snan ba tsam 
gyis rab tu phye ba yin par bsad do Zes bya ba’i tha tshig go. 


4 Though I shall omit the supplementary portion of MSgrBh, which designates the 
consciousness which is directed upon something in meditation as a *samadhigocaravijriana. 


5 While the IDan kar ma catalogue (ed. Yoshimura, Kyoto 1950) No. 622 actually lists a 
Theg pa chen po bsdus pa’i béad pa, the colophon of MSgrBh ascribes the Tibetan translation 
to (Atisa) Dipamkara§&rijfiana and Tshul khrims rgyal po (i.e. to the 11th century). For some 
reasons, Jinamitra, Silendrabodhi and Ye Ses sde (8th/9th cent.) have only been indicated as 
the translators of MSgrU, a subcommentary on MSgrBh. 
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rig pa tsam gyis rab tu phye ba can de ni rnam par rig pa tsam nid de | 

don gyis ston pa Zes bya ba’i tha tshig go; *tatra tad alambanam 

vijfiaptimatraprabhavitam vijnaptimatram evarthasiinyam ity arthah). 
In my view, MSgrBh clearly considers vijfiaptimatraprabhavitam to be a bahu- 
vrihi compound related to alambanam. This is supported by MSgrU when it 
quotes the essential phrase! that MSgrBh had extracted from the sitra 
passage and once more provides a gloss on it: 


[b] "(The phrase] 'the [noematic] reference point, which is one that is 
manifested by a purely noetic constitution’ will say: there exists no 
external reference point" (dmigs pa rnam par rig pa tsam gyis rabtu dbye ba 
can Zes bya ba ni phyi rol gyi dmigs pa med pa‘o, “alambanam vijfiaptimatra- 
prabhavitam iti nasti bahyalambanam). 

After having clarified the meaning of dlambana's bahuvrihi attribute, MSgrU 

proceeds to elaborate the relationship between alambana and vijfiana: 


[c] | "[When the sitra speaks] as follows: 'I have explained consciousness 
to be present as the reference point",2_ the meaning is: that [noematic ] 
reference point, which is one that is manifested by a purely noetic 
constitution, has that [noetic constitution] as its intrinsic nature” 
(rnam par Ses pa dmigs pa yin par nas bad do \\Zes bya ni ‘di Itar dmigs pa de 
rnam par rig pa tsam gyis rab tu phye ba ni de'i no bo fiid ces bya ba’i tha 
tshig go, “vijfianam alambanam iti mayoktam ity evam tad 
alambanam vijfiaptimatraprabhavitam tatsvabhavam ity arthah). 
Rounding off its exposition, MSgrU elucidates the purport of the sitra 
passage from another point of view: 


[d] "That will say, consciousness has been explained as being manifested 
by way of merely appearing as a [noematic] reference point" 
(rnam par Ses pa ni dmigs par snan ba tsam gyis rab tu phye ba yin par bsad do 
Zes bya ba‘i tha tshig go; *vijrianam alambanapratibhasamatraprabhavitoktam 
ity arthah) 


Hereby MSgrU is decribing dlambana, the noematic reference point, not with 
respect to its being constituted by a noetic act, but — with respect to its being 
the ‘objective pole'> of consciousness — as a mere appearance in conscious- 


1 But without the demonstrative pronoun *tad, which formed a necessary part in the 
explanatory sentence of MSgrBh; MSgrU merely explains the implication of the attribute of 
alambana. 


2 Though sticking to the Tibetan in my translation, I actually assume that the original Skt. 
version of MSgrU provided a gloss on “dlambanam vijfianam iti ... (the intervening 
attribute vijfiaptimatraprabhavitam being elided for a moment, to be reintroduced in the 
gloss). This reversal of alambana and vijridna has, however, no ontological consequences; it 
only effects the logical structure. 


3 Which is sometimes also called nimittabhaga (i.e., in contrast to the darganabhaga); cf. 
Siddhi 128 and passim. 
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ness. Therefore the notions of vijfiaptimatra and pratibhisa may, of course, not 
be regarded as synonyms. 


However, for SCHMITHAUSEN (1984: § 14.1) this final elucidation of the 
purport of the vijriaptimatra passage by MSgrU constitutes the most decisive 
proof ("unambiguous support") of the correctness of his Skt. reconstruction of 
the siitra passage, because the reading dmigs par snan ba tsam gyis demon- 
strates that dlambana, in this case, indeed forms a part of the compound (i.e. 
*alambana-pratibhasa®).1 

Contrary to Schmithausen's assessment, both on the level of the 
phenomenological description, as on the level of the syntactic evidence, the 
contrast between 

*alambanapratibhasamatraprabhavitoktam and 

*“alambanam vijnaptimatra-prabhavitam has been strictly kept. 

As regards the Tibetan translation of the latter expression, we do not find 
any dmigs par rnam par rig pa tsam gyis® or dmigs pa'irnam par rig pa tsam gyis°. 

While ignoring this fact, Schmithausen has stated (op. cit. § 13,1; p. 444) 
that the Tibetan bahuvrihi indicator particle can "compels us" to understand 
dmigs pa.rnam par rig pa tsam gyis rab tu phye ba can as being based on the 
compound *d@lambanavijfiaptimatraprabhavitam, which as a whole is supposed to 
be related to vijfianam, or rather to the demonstrative pronoun *tad, which 
according to Schmithausen (§ 13.1 [p. 444]; § 13.3.1), represents vijriaina. 


The evidence, which the MSgrU-quotation (explaining MSgrBh's sitra 
quotation) unambiguously testifies, that vijfiaptimatra-prabhavitam forms a 
bahuvrihi compound in relation to alambanam, has likewise not been properly 
recognized. Not even that formally a quotation is subsequently explained by 
the phrase phyi rol gyi dmigs pa med pa’o. Ignoring the quotation indicator (Zes 
bya ba{= iti]), Schmithausen understands this explanatory phrase as an 
attribute related to vijfianam? and reconstructs it as *bahyalambanavirahitam (p. 
449). He reasons, quite correctly, that such an attribute would hardly be 
meaningful with regard to alambana. And, instead of re-checking his own 
interpretation, he considers his construction as an additional reason to reject 
alambana as the element explained by the bahuvrihi. But his interpretation of 
the phrase phyi rol gyi dmigs pa med pa’o ignores, as stated, that it is a gloss by 
MSgrU on its quotation from MSgrBh. And, as we had seen, this gloss does 
in fact a very reasonable explanation: the attributive phrase “*alambanam 
vijfiaptimatraprabhavitam — i.e., the assertion of a reference point as one that is 
manifested by vijfiaptimatra — is here explained as simply signifying the 
absence of an external reference point. In other words, the explanation of 


1 That is, Schmithausen puts vijfiaptimatra and pratibhisa on par and seems to reason: 
because there is an unambiguous evidence (i.e., dmigs par snan ba tsam gyis) for the 
compound 4lambanapratibhasa°, therefore there can be doubt that dmigs pa rnam par rig pa 
tsam gyis also refers to a compound, i.e., to dlambanavijfiaptimatra°. 


2 Although neither tad nor vijfianam had been quoted by MSgrU. 
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MSgrU can, in fact, only be related to the attributive qualification of alambana 
in the quoted passage. 


The next explanation of MSgrU (= [c]), where vijfiana, in accordance 
with the vijfiaptimatra ontology, is decribed as being ontologically present as 
its own noematic reference point (rnam par Ses pa dmigs pa yin par nas bsad do), 
has likewise been reinterpreted by Schmithausen (1984: § 14.2). Although the 
whole context of the siitra passage is fundamentally concerned with the 
ontological description of the relationship between dlambana and vijriaina, the 
Skt. term translated by dmigs pa is suddenly assumed ("reconstructed") to be 
upalabdhi. This procedure involves the dismissal of the fact that this portion of 
MSegrU's explanation forms a new part that is separate from the preceding 
explanation of the attribute of @lambana. After having ignored the quotation 
indicator in the previous part of MSgrU's explanation, Schmithausen now 
needs the term vijfiana as the syntactic subject for what he had construed as its 
second attribute.! And, while demolishing the lucid structure of MSgrU's 
stepwise explanation in the form of three separate sentences, the Samdhi- 
nirmocanasiitra passage quoted and explained by MSgrU is now made to have 
contained upalabdhi instead of alambana. Thus reconstructed,? "this text would 
excellently fit" (p. 449) his interpretation of the crucial phrase in the passage 
introducing vijfiaptimatra as: *alambanavijriaptimatra-prabhavitam vijfianam. 

With due respects for the remarkable inner consistency of Schmit- 
hausen's interpretation, I hope to have demonstrated, with sufficient 
eloquence, why I consider the commentaries MSgrBh and MSgrU to support 
an understanding of vijfiaptimatraprabhavitam as a bahuvrihi compound in 
relation to alambanam. 


Returning now to the Dunhuang version of our vijfiaptimatra passage, | 
basically agree with Schmithausen's Sanskrit reconstruction (in Alayav. n. 625), 
except for the details that it contained no punctuation and that it read 
alambanam.> Accordingly, and after modifying his reconstruction slightly, I 
understand the introductory passage of vijfiaptimatra as the following 
response to the question: "Why is the visualized image in meditation not 
different from the psychical?" 


1 Le., *bahyalambanavirahitam. 
2 Le. vijfianam upalabdhir iti maya degitam (p. 449). 


3 As to Schmithausen's reconstruction of ram par rig pa Zes bSado as vijfianam uktam, I 
believe it to be correct. While it is true that Samdh is very fond of employing the term 
vijfapti in other contexts, the commentaries do not support vijfiapti, but vijfidna at this 
place. I assume that vijfiana has a rather general connotation in this passage, so as to 
correspond to citta employed in the preceding one. 

This may lead us to the conclusion that, unless the particular Skt. MS of Samdh used 
by the translators was corrupt, the Tibetan Dunhuang version documents a stage where a 
consistent rendering of vijfiana as rnam par ses pa had not yet been established. 
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vijraptimatratvat tasya pratibimbasyalambanam vijfiaptimatra- 
prabhavitam maitreya maya vijfanam ity uktam | 

"Because such a visualized image has the nature of being a purely 
noetic constitution, [its] reference point — being one that is 
manifested by the purely noetic constitution — has been 
explained by me, Maitreya, to exist as consciousness."! 


[Ex. 34] 


To judge from the considerable number of Mahayanasitras propagating this 
aim, it seems that anutpattikadharmaksanti has been a highly valued constituent 
of a liberative technique, and seemingly one which received attention and 
appreciation in wider circles. For an impression of the envisaged broader 
impact of this concept, it may suffice at this place to refer to some materials 
and discussions that have been provided by le grand maitre LAMOTTE; on the 
notion of anutpattikadharmaksanti; see e.g., 

(1) his Vkn: 289ff. and passim;? 

(2) his Sgs § 48, esp. ns. 112, 119, 120; 

(3) his Traité: 1194, 1787ff., 2018. 


While a proper study of the epistemological notion of -ksanti in relation to the 
notion of dharma is reserved for another occasion, there may be some space 
for a few very general remarks. The notion of ksanti as part of the technical 
expression anutpattikadharma-ksanti is obviously different from the notion of 
ksanti referring to the virtue of "patience"? It is rather related to the 


! To account for the view that, suggesting (or at least not excluding) a double bind 
construction, the element tasya pratibimbasya may syntactically in fact be related to both the 
preceding expression and the subsequent one (cf. above, p. 179), the following rendering 
might serve as an alternative version: 

“Because such a visualized image has the nature of being a purely noetic 

constitution, that image's [appearance as noematic] reference point 

~—— being one that is manifested by the purely noetic constitution — 

has been explained by me, Maitreya, to exist as consciousness.” 


2 The VimalakirtinirdeSasiitra makes strong literary efforts to popularize the attainment of 
anutpattikadharmaksanti by letting, to demonstrate the efficiency of its philosophical 
discourses, an evergrowing number of intelligent beings inspiringly achieve it, at various 
points in the frame-story: 

— in chapter three (Skt. ed. § 53 = ed. OSHIKA: 35,30f. = Skt. rec. PASADIKA: 
102,5f.) there are only 200 sons of gods (devaputra) to get the point 

—— and, as demonstrated at the end of chapter six, sex is no disadvantage: Devi, the 
archetype of the female, having already served innumerable Buddhas (dvanavatibuddha- 
kotiparyupasita ), showing her face in many a beautiful woman (yathecchati tatha tisthati), is 
the very embodiment of that ksanti (ksantipratilabdha); 

— at the end of chapter eight: 5000 Bodhisattvas and 

— at the end of chapter nine: 10000 Bodhisattvas were able to accomplish the 
‘phenomenological reduction to the dharmas as non-originated' (anutpattikadharmaksanti). 


3 Cf. LAMOTTE 1976: 290 for references to distinguishments of three categories of ksanti. 
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Abhidharma notion of dharmaksanti. Provided with the attribute anasrava, this 
latter term designates an important epistemological and _soteriological 
function: that of giving access to dharmajfiana, a pure awareness of the nature 
of the "noema” (cf. AK VI.15d-16ab).1 

Any intentional "outflow" into, or anticipation of,2, mundane dharmas 
as horizons of intentional fulfilment has been suspended to achieve the 
dharmaksanti3 That is, not the dharmas themselves are suspended hereby, but 
the intentional interest in, and involvement with, any dharma is suspended, 
whereby the practitioner may be said to have become "phenomenological 
reduced to” the dharmas as purely given. While the suspension of all Klesas — 
whose activation induces mundane involvement preventing the sight of the 
dharmas as such — thus gives rise to andsrava dharmaksantih, the notion of 
anutpattikadharmaksanti refers to another suspension. 

Providing the insight that all dharmas are originally non-originated, 
anutpattikadharmaksanti refers to the total suspension of all constructions and 
apperceptions of dharmas, now conceived as indicating an unreal ontological 
layer. As denoted by the term adhi-Vmuc- (adhimoksa, adhimukti etc.), the 
bodhisattvas may actually since long have been deeply convinced of, not 
only patiently accepted, the fact that the dharmas have not arisen at all, 
without, however, properly realizing (i.e., being altogether reduced to) the 
pertinent ontological sphere as such.4 But itis the state of properly realizing 
it, which is denoted by the term anutpattikadharmaksanti. 


[Ex. 35] 


The connotation of parinispanna is semantically closely related to that of 
prabhavita as will be seen> from Haribhadra's way of glossing a passage of 
the Astasahasrika Prajriaparamita (Asta 91/ AAA: 268f.): 


dharmakayaparinispattito mam ... draksyathaisa ... bhittakoti- 
prabhavito drastavyo. . 


1 Though I have generally refrained from translating the notion of dharma, the term noema 
has been preliminarily adopted in the present case, however in the full awareness of an 
open problem (cf. above § 61, note on the term dharma). 


2 Cf. above § 62, note on asrava/sasrava. 


3 To the extent that the notion of "patience" likewise implies the "suspension" of mental, 
verbal and physical assertions, particularly in form of emotionally programmed reactions, 
we might actually gain a connotative bridge between the ethical notion of ksanti and the 
epistemological one denoted by the term dharmaksanti. 


4 Cf. Asta 451/AAA 856,24ff.: ... ye bodhisattva [...] sarvadharma anutpattika ity 
adhimuricanti na ca tivad anutpattikadharmaksantipratilabdha* bhavanti ... [* Wogihara: 
°pratibabdha}. 


> Cf. already SEYFORT RUEGG 1969: 351. 
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"You should perceive me as a perfect manifestation of the 

dharmakaya and this should be perceived ... as being revealed / 

manifested as the absolutely real”. 
While the first compound is glossed by the phrase mayopamdadvaya-jriana- 
saksatkriyanispattya nispannam ("accomplished/manifested by the manifest- 
ation of the direct realization of an awareness of non-duality similar to that 
of a magical creation"), the compound bhitakoti-prabhivito is elucidated by the 
expression dharmakiyaparinispattya nispannah ("is manifested by the perfect 
manifestation of the dharmakiya"). 


When explaining why the something-being-present (vastu) is neither 
entitatively existent (bhava) nor non-existent (abhava), the Tattvarthapatala 
(BoBhp 37,14ff.) says: 

abhilapyenatmanaparinispannatvan na bhavah | na punar abhavo 

nirabhilapyenatmana vyavasthitatvat | | 

"Because it is not at all manifested by itself as something that 

can be designated, it is not entitatively present. However, it is 

not non-existent, because it is established as something that 

in itself is inexpressible. 


There are instances where the connotation of ‘accomplishment’ (‘perfect 
development’, ‘bringing to full manifestation’) is more dominant; e.g., the 
Dasabhiimikasiitra says at DBhS VI.O: 

... prayujyate ‘parinispannanam bodhyanganam parinispattaye, 

"he exerts himself for the perfect accomplishment/manifestation of 

the limbs of enlightenment that are not perfectly manifested / 

developed"; 


or at DBhS VIILQ: 
parinispanna-bhiimir ity ucyate apunahkaryatvat, 
"it is called the perfectly accomplished noetic stage (bhimi) 
because there is nothing to be done anymore". 


Yet at stages of spiritual development such as this latter one, the soterio- 
logical notion of being ‘perfectly accomplished’ and the phenomenological 
one of being ‘perfectly manifested’ seem to coincide. The occurrence of such 
instances is also demonstrated in SrBh 404f. (checked with the help of 
SAKUMA 1990 II: 24/61 [F.2]), when this text identifies the ninth among nine 
stages of samadhi as the perfectly accomplished /manifested meditative con- 
centration or recollectedness (parinispanna- samadhi-). This condition is 
described in the following way (SrBh 405,2-7; SAKUMA II: § F2): 

sa ca tam parinispannam samadhim nigritya adhiprajfiam 

dharmavipasyanayam prayujyate, tasya tasmin samaye dharman 

vipasyatah svarasavahana eva margo bhavaty anabhogavahanah, 

anabhisamskarena vipasyana pariguddha paryavadata 

Samathanuyogata kalyataparigrhita pravartate 
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"And based upon that perfectly manifested recollectedness he is 

intuitively engaged (adhiprajfiam prayujyate)' in the discernment 

of dharmas: on that occasion, while discerning the dharmas, 

the Way is spontaneously flowing? for him, it is flowing 

effortlessly (anabhoga-), — [and], without any dispositional 

program, the altogether clear and pure Discernment goes on 

in conjunction with Tranquil Abiding enveloped in sublimity." 
That is, as the text adds (ibid.), both having become blended together (ubhe 
misribhite) in the state of perfectly manifested recollectedness (parinispanna- 
samadhi-), Samatha and vipasyana occur simultaneously (samayugam). So far the 
impression of the notion of parinispanna as it was employed in pre-Samdh 
materials.3 


In the Samdhinirmocanasitra the term parinispanna has been used to 
positively conceive the ultimate reality in terms of being ontologically 
‘perfectly manifest’, in contrast to previous Mahayanasiitras, which conceived 
it negatively as something ‘non-originated'. Thereby, the notion of 
parinispanna-laksana/-svabhava forms, in correlation with paratantralaksana (or: 
-svabhava) and parikalpitalaksana (or: -svabhiva), the member of an integral 
model designed to account for the manifestation of reality, without, 
however, ontologically reifying any aspect. Accordingly, in Samdh VII.4-6, 
each of these three intrinsic natures (laksana/svabhava) has been described as 
indicating a particular ‘absence of intrinsic nature’ (nihsvabhavata): 

(1) the imaginatively constructed characteristic (parikalpitalaksana) of 
dharmas indicates, exactly as something that is only imagined, the absence of 
an intrinsically real nature of the imaginatively constructed; 

(2) their relative characteristic (paratantralaksana = pratityasamutpada 
[Samdh VI.5]) indicates the absence of an intrinsic nature with respect to the 
Origination (utpatti-) of those dharmas (since they are not self-originated); 

(3) their perfectly manifest characteristic (parinispannalaksana) indicates 
the absence of an intrinsic nature in the ultimate sense (paramartha- 
nihsvabhivata), whereby the insubstantiality of dharmas (dharmanairatmya) is 
meant. 


1 Though there is naturally a difference between the presuppositions of SrBh and those of 
post-Samd Y.-V. texts, the immediate context of also this SrBh passage situationally relates 
adhiprajriam prayuyjyate to nirvikalpata (i.e., prasrabdhi, a presupposition for attaining an 
stages of samadhi, is based on the yogin's capacity to abide in a state of nirvikalpa; SrBh 
406,13ff./SAKUMA II, § F3). And the notion of nirvikalpa(ta) is the very defining criterion 
of adhiprajria at the beginning of MSgr VIII (rnam par mi rtag pa’i ye ses ni | lhag pa’i Ses rab 
kyi khyad par du blta bar bya’o |); cf. also Siddhi: 633; Lamotte's notes to his translation of 
MSegr VIII (a chapter on adhiprajriam siksa) provide further references. 


2 Cf., e.g., TrTy 481,27: vind prayatnena ya cittasya svarasavahita. 


3 Cf. also CPD s.v. aparinipphanna. 
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Conceived in synchronic perspective, the model of a triple svabhiva/ 
nihsvabhitvata is introduced as the very backbone of the new type of dynamic 
ontology essentially consisting in a non-reifying noetic constitution 
(vijfiaptimatra/vijraptimatrata) of various levels of reality. 


As the failure of J. MAY, in his contribution "La Philosophie 
Bouddhique Idéaliste" (1971: 301 n. 95),! to understand this fact? may possib- 
ly reflect a certain degree of generality, let it be emphasized that each of these 
‘absences of intrinsic nature’ corresponds to a particular level of the very 
process of the non-reifying noetic constitution. 

This is still rather evident in the case of the imaginatively constructed 
characteristic (parikalpitalaksana) of the dharmas. Its basis, the relative 
characteristic (paratantralaksana), corresponds to the operative sphere of 
the notional construction as such (vikalpagocara; VII.25ff.). Coinciding with the 
latter on the level of non-dual awareness, the perfectly manifest characteristic 
(parinispannalaksana) — being the diaphanously clear noematic reference point 
(vifuddhalambana; VII.6 & 25ff.)3 — corresponds to Being-as-such (tathata: 
VIL25ff. = vijfiaptitathata, VIII.37.2 = vijfiaptimatrata; VII.20.2.3). 

In accordance with the above elucidation, while also keeping aware of 
the explicit characterization of dlambana as vijriaptimatra (VIII.7), we may see 
that another step from the Tattvarthapatala to the Samdhinirmocanasitra was the 
one that proceeded from the notion of vastumatra to that of viguddhalambana. 


1 "C'est ainsi que je ne traiterai pas de la théorie des trois natures, imaginaire, dépendante et 
accomplie, bien qu'elle appartienne en propre au Vijfianavada; elle n'offre en effet aucun 
élément de nature véritablement idéaliste." 


2 Sthiramati explicitly conceives the vijfiaptimatra-ontology as the very presupposition for 
the svabhavatraya constellation. Cf. his introduction to Tr 20: yadi vijfiaptimatram evedam 
katham na siitravirodhah | siltresu hi trayah svabhava uktah parikalpitah paratantrah 
parinispannas ca | nasti virodhah | vijfiaptimatra eva _sati_svabhavatrayavyavasthanat_/ (TrBh 
*43,1ff.), " ... because the Threefold Intrinsic Nature is getting established only when the 
Purely Noetic Constitution does [really] exist ". 


3 Consciousness to be consciousness at all is necessarily provided with an ak@ra and an 
alambana (that is, with a noetic structure and a noematic reference point), according to 
Abhidharma requirements. Now, the a@lambana that is viguddha is one which has become 
"pure", clear, transparent (cf. Samdh VI.9 on the conception of paratantra° in analogy to a 
transparent crystal [Sel sin tu gsal ba, *svaccha-sphatika]). It is one with regard to which the 
cognitive focus is not any longer geared to (lost into) the constructed object, as in ordinary 
states of consciousness, but where the very fact of the object's unreal constructedness has 
become transparent, even while the alambana is present. The continued presence of such a 
viguddhalambana precludes any serious engagement in samsdra, as the latter corresponds to 
the totality of imaginatively constructed objects, including corresponding forms of self- 
referential identifications. Technically expressed, realizing the visuddhalambana corresponds 
to realizing the parinispannalaksana as the paratantralaksana without getting caught up in 
the parikalpitalaksana (Samdh VI.10), thus corresponds to the realization of Sainyata as non- 
apperception (anupalabdhi) of the parikalpita-laksana (cf. above p. 168). The difficulty of 
this phenomenological achievement is underlined by Sthiramati (TrBh *45, 7-22), who 
points out that it presupposes being intimately acquainted with nirvikalpalokottarajriana. 


190 Samdh's Novel Stage of Ontological Reflection: Ex. 36 


[Ex. 36] 


This redefinition of Sinyata@ in Samdh VIII.31 has likewise its forerunner in 
the Tattvarthapatala (BoBhp 32,12ff.). It is in principle the same idea as the one 
that is more well-known! from the first chapter of the Madhyantavibhaga- 
(bhasya). TApat2 has in fact been quoted in MAVBh 18,4f.: yad yatra nasti tat 
tena Sinyam ("that X, in which any Z does not exist, is void of that Z"), etc. — 
the gist being that emptiness (Sinyata@) is logically stringent, when that which 
is void does really exist, while that of which it is void does not (BoBhp 32,8f.: 
yena hi Siinyam tadasadbhavat | yac ca Siinyam tatsadbhavac chiinyata yujyeta). 

Marking a proto-stage, that which does not substantially exist has been 
defined by the somewhat unhandy expression: riipam ity evaméadi-prajnapti- 
vadatmako dharm[ah] > (BoBhp 32,15f.). 

And the one X that is really existing, while it is void of the unreal Z, 
this is here, at the Early Yogacara Mahayana stage of reflection, still being 
identified with the — ontologically problematic (cf. Ex. 37) — notion of 
vastu (BoBhp 32,16). Hence, in another chapter, the siinyat@samadhi* had been 
defined as "that psychic stability due to which the something-being-present 

is being perceived as the one that is of inexpressible essential 

nature, [i.e.,]one deprived of any intrinsic being as a nature 

[possibly forming the object] of the bodhisattva's aspiration" 

(bodhisattvasya sarvabhilasatmakena svabhavena virahitam 

nirabhilapyasvabhavam vastu paSyato* ya cittasya sthitih / 

BoBhp 187,15ff.). [*text reads °tah] 
As referred to above (§ 77, note), the author of TApat (BoBhp 31,21) para- 
phrases a passage of the Kasyapaparivarta (§ 64) for the sake of justifying his 
position on Siinyata. KP §§ 52ff. has indeed addressed the problem of 
hermeneutically realizing Sinyat@ (and the dharmas) without falling into a 
fallacious conceptual position. And this position has subsequently been 
referred to and quoted by Yogacara-Vijnanavadins: see. especially MAV(Bh) 
V.d called “antadvayavarjane pratipattih, "hermeneutic realization for avoiding 
the two sides of extreme positions", together with Sthiramati's pertinent Tia 
[MAVT 233ff.], in which the madhyama pratipat of the Kasyapaparivarta is 
explicitly approved of as the valid hermeneutical model.5 


1 Cf. SEYFORT RUEGG 1977: 22ff.; NAGAO 1978, 1979; DARGYAY 1990; URBAN & GRIFFITHS 
1994. 
2 BoBhp 32,12f.: yad yatra na bhavati tat tena Sinyam iti ... 


3 Le., as "a dharma which has the nature of being a cia da proposition such as ‘physical 
form’ and the like". 


4 For the notion of sanyatasamadhi in other schools (and especially in Madhyamaka), see 
LAMOTTE, Traité III: 1213ff., the 18 types of siinyata being treated in Traité IV: 1995ff. 


5 On the complex history of performing /discussing the 'middle path’, soon a philosophical 
art of 'realizing the hermeneutical mid’, madhyama pratipat, see MIMAKI/MAY 1979. 
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But the Madhyamikas (starting with MMK XIII. 8, likewise recalling 
KP § 64f.) have equally claimed it as a scripture containing the hermeneutical 
model that is valid for their specific interpretation of madhyama pratipat. 
Hence KP's elaborations cannot be easily affiliated with any of these 
opposing scholastic parties.! 


[Ex. 37] 


As we had seen above (Ex. 31), within the historical framework of Early 
Yogacara, BoBh's Tattvarthapatala marks a crucial stage in the development of 
this tension. Its polemic reaction against those Mahayana scholars, who 
would deny any kind of ultimate ontological foundation for the phenomena 
to exist relatively, had rather aggressive undertones. 

It is, of course, hardly possible to clarify the psychological question of 
whether TApat's outbreak of externally directed mental aggressiveness had 
merely been the conventional tone reserved for antagonists in a debate, or 
whether it had also sprung from some inner-systematically unresolved 
problems, the attention to which was tried to be diverted. In any case, it is 
evident that there were such aporias. For example, though the notion of 
vastumatra had initially been requested for ontological reasons, its subse- 
quent descriptive elaboration was one in strongly epistemological categories 
(nirabhilapya, advayaprabhavita, etc.). Its proper ontological status remained an 
open question. The consequence that, when it is ultimately cognized in the 
mode of advaya, the ontological status of the so-called vastumatra might be 
something that could be described as vijfiaptimatrata was first drawn in the 
Samdhinirmocanasitra (where the term vastumatra had become superfluous). 

And there were other loose ends, which will not be elaborated much 
further here, but which may be perceived by concentrating, e.g., on TApat's 


! Completely unaware, it seems, of the historical fact that MAV's discussion of Siinyata is 
merely a restatement of at least two subsequent layers of earlier Y.(-V.) 
elaborations, NAGAO 1979 directly jumps from MMK to MAV in an attempt to compare the 
Madhyamaka notion of ginyat@ with what he calls the "Yogacara formular". He 
summarizes (p. 37) his comparison as follows: 


"And one can see that the Yogacaras, indeed, inherited the idea of emptiness and 
the Middle Path from Nagarjuna. It is almost as if Maitreya-natha or Asanga [i.e., 
MAV I.1-2; H.B.] imitated, elaborated and expanded Nagarjuna's verse." 


Apart from, once again, demonstrating that the need to distinguish between Early Yogacara 
and Yogacara-Vijnanavada has long been overdue, Nagao's uninformed talk of inheritance 
and imitation has no historical foundation. 

As referred to, MAV inherited the mode of conceptualizing siinyata from BoBh and 
Samdh (with a significant ontological development taking place in the historical gap 
between these two texts), while the Mahayana thematization of madhyamd@ pratipat in 
relation to Suinyata has not at all been coined by Nagarjuna, but is already found in KP, 
upon which both Mahayana branches rely while defending their competing positions. 
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concept of prajfiaptivadasvabhava, or on its description of the dynamics between 
vikalpa and vastu(matra). This is not to say that Samdh's integral ontological 
model represents the absolutely necessary and only possible step that had to 
be taken in order to resolve all the open problems on a higher level of 
philosophical reflection. Indeed, other Y.-V. texts that followed upon Samdh 
and adopted part of its terminology did not feel any compulsion to 
necessarily adopt all the terms which had been introduced in this sitra. For 
example, MAV, which seems to stand in a particular close relationship to the 
Tattvarthapatala, does not employ the terms dlayavijfiana and vijfiaptimatra, 
while revising the earlier ontological system as found in BoBh with the help 
of the svabhavatraya model.! 

While an adequate description of the significant difference between the 
ontological models of TApat and Samdh would easily assume monographic 
proportions, it is, in my view, not quite correct simply to deny (cf., e-g., 
Alayav. § 2.13.7)2 the strong idealistic notions that characterize the Tattvartha 
chapter in the Yogacarabhiimi's Bodhisattvabhiimi. Not only is the clear stand- 
point taken in TApat one that conceives everything that ordinarily is said to 
be entitatively existent (lokasya bhava ity ucyate) as essentially consisting in 
what is exclusively a categorical or designative-propositional nature 
(prajriaptivada-niriidhah svabhaval[h])> of the dharmas, but if we abstract for a 
moment from the background of its basically phenomenological and teleo- 
logical orientation, the ontological position asserted in this text comes fairly 
close to that of the well-known Immanuel Kant, usually categorized as an 
idealist. 


1 This evidence is not necessarily to be interpreted in the sense that the 
Samdhinirmocanasitra's ontological model had been judged in MAV as dispensable. But it 
may rather constitute an attempt to concentrate on one aspect of the whole model and to 
prove its theoretical validity even in a context, which does not explicitly presuppose the 
proven validity of the other technical concepts within exactly the same framework in 
which the one aspect originally (as also subsequently: MSgr[Bh/U] and Tr[Bh/T] being 
good examples) formed an integral part. 

Yet, already MAVBh found occasions necessitating the concepts of vijfiaptimatra 
(20,3 ad 1.6) and dlayavijfana (21,3 ad 1.9) to be employed for the sake of efficiently 
clarifying the factual phenomenological circumstances, described by MAV in a different 
terminology. This may also be taken as indicating that, below the designative surface, 
MAV did not altogether dispense with these correlated connotative values. — For some 
reflections and references on this issue, particularly in connection with the observation of 
an apparently deliberate avoidance of the concept of dlayavijriana in the so-called Maitreya- 
corpus, see Alayav. §§ 5.11.1-3. 


2 Already SCHMITHAUSEN (1973: 166) had asserted: "Die idealistische Philosophie der 
spateren Yogacaras fehlt also in der Yogacarabhiimi noch, und im grofen und ganzen 
vertritt dieser Text ganz die realistische Ontologie der traditionellen Hinayana-Schulen, fiir 
die die reale Existenz materieller Entitaten selbstverstandlich ist.” 


3 BoBhp 26, 27. 
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There are fundamentally two conditions upon which Kant's epistemo- 
logy rests, when he says (Kritik der reinen Vernunft [= Kr. d. r. V.], A92/B125): 


Es sind aber zwei Bedingungen, unter denen allein die Erkenntnis 
eines Gegenstandes mdglich ist, erstlich Anschauung, dadurch 
derselbe, aber nur als Erscheinung, gegeben wird; zweitens Begriff, 
dadurch ein Gegenstand gedacht wird, der dieser Anschauung 
entspricht. 


Hereby, the givenness of the first of those two conditions has not been 
described as a ‘pure something-being-present’, but its existence has been 
formulated in terms of an empirically perceptible presence fundamentally 
constituted in its quality through the second condition.! That is, the pure 
first condition — the "object" previous to being conceived as that which 
appears, and how it appears, in our perception — corresponds to Kant's 
'Thing-in-itself' (Ding an sich). Thereby we have gained the two fundamental 
ontological elements in Kant's critical idealism: the Thing-in-itself and the 
(categorical) notion.? 

As will have become clear from preceding elaborations (such as those 
in Ex. 31 and Ex. 36), the pertinent ontological components conceived as 
fundamental for the cognition of objects in TApat are similarly two elements: 


1 Kr. d. r. V. A93/B126: "Nun erhalt aber alle Erfahrung auBer der Anschauung der Sinne, 
wodurch etwas gegeben wird, noch einen Begriff von einem Gegenstande, der in der 
Anschauung gegeben wird, oder erscheint: demnach werden Begriffe von Gegenstanden 
tiberhaupt, als Bedingungen a priori aller Erfahrungserkenntnis zum Grunde liegen". 

Kr. d. r. V. A109: “Erscheinungen sind die einzigen Gegenstande, die uns unmittelbar 
gegeben werden k6nnen, und das, was sich darin unmittelbar auf den Gegenstand bezieht, 
heiBt Anschauung. Nun sind aber diese Erscheinungen nicht Dinge an sich selbst, sondern 
selbst nur Vorstellungen”. 

Kr. d. r. V. A139/B178: "[D]a haben wir gesehen, daB Begriffe ganz unmdglich sind, noch 
irgend einige Bedeutung haben k6nnen, wo nicht, entweder ihnen selbst, oder wenigstens 
den Elementen, daraus sie bestehen, ein Gegenstand gegeben ist, mithin auf Dinge an sich 
(ohne Riicksicht, ob und wie sie uns gegeben werden mdgen) gar nicht gehen k6nnen". 


2 Prolegomena, § 13, Anm. III: "[DJagegen [ist] von uns bewiesen worden, da8 Sinnlichkeit 
nicht in diesem logischen Unterschiede der Klarheit oder Dunkelheit, sondern in dem 
genetischen des Urprungs der Erkenntnis selbst bestehe, da sinnliche Erkenntnis die Dinge 
gar nicht vorstellt, wie sie sind, sondern nur die Art, wie sie unsere Sinne affizieren, und 
also, daB durch sie bloB Erscheinungen, nicht die Sachen selbst dem Verstande zur 
Reflexion gegeben werden”. 


Prolegomena, § 13, Anm. II: "Da nun die Sinne nach dem jetzt Erwiesenen uns niemals und 
in keinem einzigen Stick die Dinge an sich selbst, sondern nur ihre Erscheinungen zu 
erkennen geben, diese aber bloBe Vorstellungen der Sinnlichkeit sind, "so mtissen auch alle 
K6rper mitsamt dem Raume, darin sie sich befinden, fiir nichts als bloBe Vorstellungen in 
uns gehalten werden und existieren nirgend anders als bloB in unseren Gedanken"." 
Prolegomena = Prolegomena zu einer jeden kiinftigen Metaphysik, die als Wissenschaft wird 
auftreten kénnen (1783). Hrsg. von Karl Vorlander, Hamburg 71993. (The Prolegomena 
appeared between the versions A (1781) and B (1787) of Kr. d. r. V. as a sort of 
summarizing introduction to his Kritik, which had remained a sealed book to most of his 
contemporaries.) 
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vastu/vastumatra, the (pure) something-being-present, and prajfiapti(vada), the 
concept conceiving the object as it appears. 


"Allein Erscheinungen sind nur Vorstellungen von Dingen, 

die nach dem, was sie an sich sein mégen, unerkannt da sind" 
says KANT (Kr. d. r. V., B164), who, in spite of thinking that the Thing-in- 
itself can never be cognized via conceptual constructs, conceived it positively 
as something truly existing. That is, not only as ‘Begriff’, but as the very 
"ground of appearances" (‘Grund der Erscheinungen’).! 


We have already seen? that vastu(matra) has been conceived in quite 
similar terms and is explicitly referred to as prajfiaptivadaSraya (BoBhp 32,18).3 
But contrary to Kant's conception, according to TApat, this prajriaptivadasraya, 
this ontological basis of the conceptually constructed, is not beyond being 
cognized as such. It is only inexpressible as to what it is: 


yatas ca bodhisattvo [vastuni] vastumatratam paryesya 
sarvabhilapavislistam nirabhilapyam tadritpadisamjriakam vastu 
pasyati |idam [...] yathabhiitaparijfianam [...] (BoBhp 37,3ff.) 


And, while investigating the state of pure presence in 
the something-being-present, the [awareness] due to which 


1 Prolegomena § 57 (Akademie-Ausgabe, p. 354): "Nun sieht sie [= die Vernunft, H.B.] 
klarlich, daB die Sinnenwelt diese Vollendung nicht enthalten kénne, mithin ebensowenig 
auch alle jene Begriffe, die lediglich zum Verstandnisse derselben dienen: Raum und Zeit 
und alles, was wir unter dem Namen der reinen Verstandesbegriffe angeftihrt haben. Die 
Sinneswelt ist nichts als eine Kette nach allgemeinen Gesetzen verkntipfter Erscheinungen, 
sie hat also kein Bestehen fiir sich, sie ist eigentlich nicht das Ding an sich selbst und bezieht 
sich also notwendig auf das, was den Grund dieser Erscheinungen enthalt, auf Wesen, die 
nicht blo8 als Erscheinungen, sondern als Dinge an sich selbst erkannt werden kénnen. In 
der Erkenntnis derselben kann Vernunft allein hoffen, ihr Verlangen nach Vollstandigkeit 
im Fortgange vom Bedingten zu dessen Bedingungen einmal befriedigt zu sehen." 

But for Kant this hope to achieve a direct realization of the Think-in-itself is and 
remains a purely theoretical one, the possibility of pure reason's intellectual insight, while 
he frankly admits his hopelessness concerning the recognizability of the "unknown" Thing- 
in-itself. 

Thus he continues (ibid.): "Denn nun fragt sich: wie verhalt sich unsere Vernunft bei 
dieser Verkntipfung dessen, was wir kennen, mit dem, was wir nicht kennen und auch 
niemals kennen werden? Hier ist eine wirkliche Verkniipfung des Bekannten mit einem 
vollig Unbekannten (was es auch jederzeit bleiben wird), und wenn dabei das Unbekannte 
auch nicht im mindesten bekannter werden sollte — wie denn in der Tat auch nicht zu 
hoffen ist —, so muB doch der Begriff von dieser Verkniipfung bestimmt und zur 
Deutlichkeit gebracht werden kénnen." 


2 Cf. above Ex. 31; see also infra. 


3 As I understand FRAUWALLNER (1956: 269f.), he clearly expresses his awareness about this 
philosophical parallelism. This is evident from both the manner in which he describes the 
relationship between vastumatra and prajriaptivada and from his direct translation of 
vastumatra as ‘Ding an sich’. Yet, somehow Frauwallner's important insights seem to have 
gone lost in the Yogacara research branch of his parampara. Therefore, my present effort to 
reemphasize their validity has simply become a historical necessity. 
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the bodhisattva perceives the something-being-present as 
dissociated from all designative expressions, as inexpressible 

— [while ordinarily it is] conceived as [specific] sensory forms 

etc. through those [expressions] — [while he thus perceives it] as 
inexpressible, this is the [...] perfect awareness [of the pure presence] 
exactly as it really is (yathabhita-parijfiana).! 


1It is not easy to translate the term yathabhitaparijfanam, which is a nominal contraction of 
an original adverb + verb formation, the latter being frequently met with already in 
canonical Pali sources (yathabhiitam pajanati; cf. PTSD). SCHERRER-SCHAUB (1991: 133 + n. 
86), to whom the present translation owes its formal inspiration, is certainly right with her 
attempt to reproduce an understanding of the complete notion. Phrases like, e.g., "savoir 
exact” (Siddhi : 576f.) or "exact knowledge” (SEYFORT RUEGG 1981: 24) would not adequate- 
ly translate the whole expression yathabhittaparijfana, since already the prefix pari- of 
parijniana (SCHERRER-SCHAUB, loc. cit.: “connaissance parfait") designates that the under- 
standing/awareness (j7iana) hereby thematized is a "full"/"thorough"/"perfect" one. Yet, 
just to cognize/understand an object, or a thing, "as it is" (or: "les choses telles qu'elles 
sont") does only weakly, if at all, reflect the “truth-claim" connoted by yathabhiita(m) as 
already clearly expressed by Rhys-Davids/Stede (in PTSD, s.v.), as well as by the standard 
German translation "der Wahrheit gemass". Cf. also DE JONG's (1949: 18) translation of 
naivam atma na canatma yathabhitena labhyate [PrasP 359,1], "En vérité on ne voit ni moi ni 
non-moi". 

The implication that yathabhita(m), and correspondingly yathabhiita-parijniana, are 
reflecting the paramartha level of reality is sometimes made more explicit; cf., e.g. RA I. 28: 
asty aham mama castiti mithyaitat paramarthatah | yathabhitaparijfianan na bhavaty ubham 
yatah \|— or when yathabhittam is explicitly equated to yathatattvam, cf. MSABh 169, 16F.: 

. yathatattvam parijnaya moksa@ya samvartate yathabhittam parijfanam). That is, the 
connotative force of °bhiita in yathabhiita(m) is as strong as that of abhiita® ("unreal") in 
abhitaparikalpa (e.g., MAV I.1 + comm.). 

In a Sarvastivada context, the Correct View, which as the proper hermeneutic mid 
realization (madhyama pratipat) is avoiding the Two Extremes, receives the attributes ‘noble’, 
‘transcendental’,'’one that corresponds exactly to how it is in reality' and ‘one that is 
unmistaken' (cf. SWTF s.v. aviparita; TRIPATHI 1962, § 15.5b/7b: ity et@v ubhav antav 
anupagamyasti madhyama pratipad arya lokottara yathabhita aviparita samyagdrstih |). 

But this is not to say that the employment of yathabhiitam is always connected to 
epistemological contexts with (ultimate) ontological implications. E.g., when YaSomitra 
quotes from the citta-smrtyupasthana (-satipatthiana) formular (AKVy 67,30ff.: saragam 
cittam saragam cittam iti yathabhiitam prajanati, etc.), he employs the term without such 
implications (the Pali tradition does actually not use the term in this context; cf., e.g., MN I: 
59, DN II: 299, DN I: 80). As NORMAN (1982: 379) has pointed out, yathabhiitam occurs in 
what he called the "basic set" among the canonical statements of the four Noble Truths in 
Pali, that is, in the Buddha's first person recollection of his original discovery (abbharifiasim, 
"I have recognized") of these truths. And it is in this first person statement where the con- 
nection between samahite citte and a "yathabhiitam understanding/(re)cognition/ aware- 
ness" has probably for the first time, and anyway most authoritatively, been established. 

However, the Buddha, iconoclast as he was, is hereby hardly referring to any 
insight in accordance with some (preconceived) metaphysical truth, but to the quality of a 
concrete perception ("exactly as it really is") under certain conditions (samahite citte 
parisuddhe (!), etc.): idam dukkhan (respectively: ayam dukkhanirodho, etc.) ti yathabhiitam 
abbharinasim; e.g., MN I: 23). 

As to the technical expression in the Y.(-V.) context, the definitions of four types of 
yathabhittaparijnana occur already in BoBhp 36,12-37,20 (as related to the investigations of 
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Yet, an abiding with this inexpressible phenomenological condition is 
actually related to an awareness of both ontological elements (BoBhp 
32,18ff.): 


tac cobhayam yathabhitam prajanati yad uta vastumatrani ca 
vidyamanam vastumatre ca prajfiaptimatram, na casadbhitam 
samaropayati na bhittam apavadate nadhikam karoti na 
nytinikarote ... 


"And one intuitively discriminates both exactly as they really are: 
that is, [one is recognizing] the pure something-being-present as well 
as the purely designative with regard to the pure something-being- 
present; and one does neither impute that which is nothing really 
existent, nor deny that which is really existent, one does not make it 
more [than it is], nor does one diminish it [...]." 


Now, where one's attentiveness is, as described, correctly attuned to 
vastumatra, it is at this point, that Being-as-such (tathat@) is present.! 


Although Kant did not develop a notion of Being-as-such to designate 
an ontological ultimate, or a phenomenological notion of emptiness, we may 
say that, within the framework of his own notions, he did reflect exactly this 
ontological sphere of TApat, when he explicitly "saved" the real Thing-in- 
itself, while strictly differentiating it from the imputations turning it into an 
imagined object: 

Es sind uns Dinge als au8er uns befindliche Gegenstande unserer 

Sinne gegeben, allein von dem, was sie an sich selbst sein mégen 

wissen wir nichts, sondern kennen nur ihre Erscheinungen, d.i. die 

Vorstellungen, die in uns wirken, indem sie unsere Sinne afficiren. 

Demnach gestehe ich allerdings, dass es auBer uns KG6rper gebe, d. i. 

Dinge, die obzwar nach dem, was sie an sich selbst sein mégen, uns 

ganzlich unbekannt, wir durch die Vorstellungen kennen, welche ihr 

Einflu8 auf unsere Sinnlichkeit uns verschafft, und denen wir die © 

Benennung eines K6rpers geben; welches Wort also bloB die 

Erscheinung jenes uns unbekannten, aber nichts desto weniger 

wirklichen Gegenstandes bedeutet. (Prolegomena § 13, Anmerkung II) 


However, Kant's formulations do likewise eloquently demonstrate the 
ambiguousness of his conception of the Thing-in-itself. He still calls it a 'real 
object’ (wirklichen Gegenstand) — yet how can he conceive it thus without 
imagining it as such? 


nama-, vastu-, svabhavaprajnapti- and visesaprajnapti-esanagatam|-paryesandgatam). When 
re-elaborated later in MSA(Bh) XIX. 48-55 and MSgr III.7.3, these designations are left 
intact, but now they refer to aspects in the process of realizing vijfaptimatrata. 


! As stated in the immediately following passage, BoBhp 32,21f., quoted below. 
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Also in that respect his concept of the Thing-in-itself reflects an aporia 
that is in a corresponding way associated with the concept of vastu(matra). It 
may be a problem which only arises in the transition from the 
phenomenological sphere of observation to the logical sphere of formulation. 
But the problem has been clearly perceived, both in the Yogacara(- 
Vijiianavada) tradition and in the history of German Idealism. 


Reflecting Kant's notion of a Thing-in-itself, Hegel expressed a 
theoretical reflection that, at first sight, invites itself to be placed in 
elucidative juxtaposition to the understanding of the inexpressibility, which 
the Early Yogacara's phenomenological awareness of vastumatra as Being-as- 
such (tathata) entails. Continuing its description! of intuiting vastumiatra as 
tathata, TApat observes: 


... yathabhiitan ca tathatim nirabhilapya-svabhavatim yathabhittam 

prajanati / tyam ucyate sugrhita sinyata (BoBhp 32,21f.), 

",,.and one intuits the Being-as-such, exactly as it really is, as the state 
of being the inexpressible intrinsic nature, exactly as it really is: this is 
said to be voidness well-conceived." 


And Hegel says:? 


“Die Dinge hei8en an-sich, insofern von allem Sein-fiir-Anderes 
abstrahirt wird, das hei8t iberhaupt, insofern sie ohne alle Bestim- 
mung, als Nichtse gedacht werden. In diesem Sinne kann man 
freylich nicht wissen, was das Ding an-sich ist. Denn die Frage 
Was? verlangt, daB Bestimmungen angegeben werden; indem 
aber die Dinge, von denen sie anzugeben verlangt wtirde, zugleich 
Dinge-an-sich seyn sollen, das heiBt eben ohne Bestimmung, so 
ist in die Frage gedankenloserweise die Unmdglichkeit der 
Beantwortung gelegt, oder man macht nur eine widersinnige 
Antwort. — Das Ding-an-sich ist dasselbe, was jenes Absolute, von 
dem man nichts weiB, als daB Alles eins in ihm ist". 


Yet Hegel does not fulfil the virtual task of overcoming Kant's "pessimistic" 
position with regard to a positive recognition of the inexpressible intrinsic 
nature of the absolute mode of reality. His formulations do actually not 
contribute to the solution of the problem of understanding the thing-in-itself 
— and by implication, the notion of vastumatra — by way of addressing it 
with reference to the horizon where Kant had conceived it in a mode that 
made a comparison between the Thing-in-itself and vastumatra possible. 
When quoting TApat we have only followed its change of the perspective as 
a shift of the levels of reality (i.e., a shift from the conceptual to the non- 
conceptual). Thereby, we have stepped from the perspective of the notionally 


1 As quoted above. 


2 G.W.F. Hegel, Wissenschaft der Logik, Erster Teil: Die objective Logik, Erster Band: Die 
Lehre vom Sein, 2. Kapitel, B. a. Etwas und ein Anderes (Historisch-kritische Edition, Bd. 
21, F. Hogemann u. W. Jaeschke, Hamburg, 1984: 109]. 
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produced conventional level of reality to that of the inexpressible absolute. 
However, engaged in critically reflecting Kant's position, Hegel does in 
reality not seriously engage in this change of perspective at this point.! 

While the phenomenological significance of vastumatra may have 
gained in meaningfulness as a contribution to the general history of 
philosophy by being contrasted with Kant's Thing-in-itself and Hegel's 
response to it, following TApat's step of shifting the ontological level focused 
upon has not addressed the ontological problem of its notion of vastumatra, a 
problem, which is not dissimilar to that of the Thing-in-itself. In both cases, 
for the author of TApat and for Kant, the most relevant question is one that is 
related to the problem of how things in their ordinary specific individuality 
are being epistemologically constituted. Kant's philosophical horizon may, 
of course, by no means be identified with those Early Yogacara reflections we 
find in TApat. Yet, the problematic nature of conceiving vastu(matra) as the 
second ontological condition,? besides vikalpa (notional construction), does 


1 In fact, Hegel employed the statement 
"Das Ding-an-sich ist dasselbe, was jenes Absolute, von dem man 
nichts weiss, als das Alles eins in ihm ist" 
with a rather ironical twist. It served merely to introduce a destructive logical deduction 
aiming at Kant's conception of a Thing-in-itself: 
“Man wei8 daher sehr wohl, was an diesen Dingen-an-sich ist; 
sie sind als solche nichts als Wahrheitslose, leere Abstractionen. 
Was aber das Ding-an-sich in Wahrheit ist, was wahrhaft an sich ist, davon ist die 
Logik die Darstellung, wobey aber unter Ansich etwas besseres als die 
Abstraction verstanden wird, namlich was in seinem Begriffe ist; dieser aber 
ist concret in sich, als Begriff tiberhaupt begreifflich und als bestimmt und 
Zusammenhang seiner Bestimmungen in sich erkennbar." (Hegel, loc. cit.). 


Cf. also Wissenschaft der Logik, Erster Band: Die objective Logik, Zweytes Buch: Die Lehre 
vom Wesen, zweyter Abschnitt, Erstes Kapitel, A. a. Ding an sich und Existenz, 
[Historisch-kritische Edition, Bd. 11, F. Hogemann u. W. Jaeschke, Hamburg, 1978: 327ff.]: 
it is at this place where Hegel develops his own, somewhat intricate, reflections on the 
Thing-in-itself. In the course of these reflections he adds a clarifying note (p. 332) 
concerning his critique of Kant's position: 
"Das Wesentliche der Unzulanglichkeit des Standpunkts, auf dem jene Philosophie 
stehen bleibt, besteht nun darin, daB sieandem abstracten Dinge-an-sich 
als einer letzten Bestimmung fest halt und die Reflexion, oder die Bestimmtheit 
und Mannichfaltigkeit der Eigenschaften dem Dinge-an-sich gegentiber stellt, 
indem in der That das Ding-an-sich wesentlich jene dusserliche Reflexion an ihm 
selbst hat, und sich zu einem mit eigenen Bestimmungen, mit Eigenschaften 
begabten bestimmt, wodurch sich die Abstraction des Dinges, reines Ding-an-sich 
zu seyn, als eine unwahre Bestimmung erweist.” 


2 With respect to the process of constructing empirical reality, TApat conceives both vikalpa 
(notional construction) and vastu(matra) as ontological conditions, whereby the latter 
serves as the basis (adhisthana) for, and the reference point (@lambana) of, vikalpa. And 
while both those ontological conditions are coincident with time itself (which is difficult to 
trace back to its beginning), they do so in a relationship of mutually motivating each other 
(BoBhp 36,5f.: tac caitad dvayam bhavati samdsatah vikalpas ca_ vikalpadhisthanam 
vikalpalambanan ca vastu | tac caitad ubhayam anddikalikam canyonyahetukani ca veditavyam |). 
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gain a more distinct relief by keeping the ontological aporias of the Thing-in- 
itself in Kant's critical idealism! in view. 


As we also learn from TApat's concepts of the "four investigations" 
(catasrah paryesanah) and the "four aspects of being perfectly aware of things 
exactly as they really are" (catvari yathabhitaparijnanani) (cf. BoBhp 36,12-37,20), 
the very mode of a binarily conceived ontology (vastumatra & vikalpa; Ding an 
sich & Begriff) entails a separateness between the something-being-present 
and a consciousness perceiving it. Though each one implies the other, they 
are different from each other. The vastu(matra) is not something that has been 
constituted by consciousness: when consciousness functions 
relatively in terms of ordinary cognitive processes, it is not manifest 
(aparinispanna), because consciousness constitutes entities (bhava), something 
the vastu is not. However, from the point of ultimate reality, vastu has no 
form (na riipt paramarthasatyataya), but it is of inexpressible nature and there- 
fore not non-existent (nabhavah) — which again makes it possible that on the 
conventional level (samurtisatya) some form gets metaphorically attributed to 
it (riipopacara-; BoBhp 37,16). 

That is, here in the Tattvarthapatala, it is still vastu that is meant to be the 
basis for upacara — hence the basis for the change from the Thing-in-itself to 
the Thing-as-it-appears. And there was yet a theoretical distance, as a 
considerable historical space of reflecting the problem, to be bridged until 
vijfiana itself was recognized as constituting the very basis for upacara in the 
sense of being not only the agent of metaphorizing reality, but also the locus 
upon which metaphorical attributions (upacara) occurred; vijfiana itself being 
conceived as the dynamic phenomenological, and sole ontological, 
foundation of cognitive constitutions.? 

Perhaps those buddhological thinkers, who initiated the critique of the 
Early Yogacara concept of vastu from a non-madhyamaka Mahayana 
standpoint and engaged in the composition of the Samdhinirmocanasitra, had 
started wondering about a notion of vastuni riipopacarah3 in a somewhat 
similar way as SCHELLING (1827)4 continued wondering about Kant's 'Ding 
an sich’: 


— As has already been thematized, after the introduction of alayavijfiana, the cognitive 
dynamics in terms of anyonyahetukam are conceived as a purely psychical affair, one that 
characterizes the relationship between dlayavijriana and praorttivijnana. 


1 The expression "critical idealism" has been preferred (and defined) by Kant himself as a 
designation for his system of thought (at the end of § 13, Anm. II in his Prolegomena). 


2 Cf. Tr 1a-c and TrBh *2,4-6,11. 


3 Ie. the notion of a "metaphorical attribution of a thing to a Thing-in-itself” (lit.: 
“metaphorical attribution of physical form to the something-being-present”). 


4 “Zur Geschichte der neueren Philosophie" (1827), in: Schellings Werke. Nach der 
Originalausgabe in neuer Anordnung hrsg. v. M. Schréter (Miinchener Jubilaumsband, 5. 
Hauptband, 1927) Nachdruck 1965, p. 151 (= Orig. Bd. X, p. 81). 
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"Eigentlich ware es das Ding an und vor sich selbst, d.h. eh' es zum 
Ding wird, denn zum Ding wird es erst in unserer Vorstellung"”. 


We can only indirectly infer what the authors of the Samdhinirmocanasitra 
thought about vastu(matra), but we know exactly what one of the sitra's most 
important exegete, Vasubandhu the TrimSika-kara, thought about that notion. 
And we also know what Schelling could not yet know: that Vasubandhu had 
preceded him with an essentially identical reflection by more than 1400 years 
when he composed Tr 20, while implicitly referring to the problematic Early 
Yogacara notion: 

yena yena vikalpena yad yad vastu vikalpyate | 
parikalpita eva@sau svabhavo na sa vidyate \\ 

By whatsoever representation 

whatsoever 'something-being-present' (vastu) 
is representationally constructed 

that is one of an Imaginatively Constructed 
Nature only — it is not truly found. 


As regards the ontological dimension of the problematic of noetic 
constitution, the step from the Tattvarthapatala to the Samdhinirmocanasitra 
cannot be contrasted with any step within classical German Idealism, be it 
one from Kant to Fichte, to Schelling or to Hegel. But, with a considerably 
expanded insight into the problematic itself, one might rather contrast it with 
the one from Kant to Husserl.! 


1 For a general introduction to the step from Kant to Husserl, see Iso KERN, Husserl und 
Kant. Eine Untersuchung tiber Husserls Verhaltnis zu Kant und zum Neukantianismus. Den 
Haag 1964 (Phaenomenologica 16). 


I.D RECAPITULATION 


88. The second scholastic branch of Mahayana, most commonly 
designated as Yogacara, is still rather imprecisely defined with regard to its 
historical outline, not much of a basis exists even in terms of a generally 
accepted relative chronology of its literature. This situation is due, in part, to 
a lack of discrimination between traditional uncritical quasi-history and 
modern demands of writing history on basis of a critical assessment of the 
available data (in spite of the problematic nature of Indian data in this 
respect). To some extent this unsatisfactory situation is also due to various 
assessments of partial areas from specific vantage points that have resulted in 
mutually contradictory historical views even on a broad scale. 

Given this general confusion, it is, naturally, impossible properly to 
understand a "Yogacara" text (such as, e.g., the TrBh) in its deeper structure 
— that is, as a texture of correlated technical concepts constituting 
hermeneutical responses to philosophical aporias provided at different 


historical occasions — without first critically reinvestigating the basic 
historical parameters (qua conceptual development) related to the text's 
literary background. 


Thus the urgent need for greater scientific precision required a 
meaningful demarcation to be drawn within the total text-historical 
spectrum of what is generally known as ‘Yogacara literature’. The field 
delineated was named 'Yogacara-Vijianavada' to denominate a particular 
philosophical trend, the starting-point of which has been investigated and 
finally determined as one that is historically perceptible. The thesis that has 
presently been sustained maintains the Samdhinirmocanasitra to constitute 
this point of inception of Yogacara-Vijnanavada. 

The two main alternative theories, both being in essential ways 
antagonistic to the present Samdhinirmocana-theory, were reviewed in their 
dominant features and shown to be untenable: (1) the Lankavatarasitra-theory, 
(2) the Alayavijfiana-theory. 


Although one of Prof. Lambert Schmithausen's main theories had to be 
rejected in the course of my investigations, it has to be recognized that my 
researches are fundamentally related to, and essentially presuppose, his 
groundbreaking insights concerning the basic structure of the largest textual 
corpus within the Yogacara literary genre, the Yogacarabhiimi. In fact, Schmit- 
hausen's organization of the Yogacarabhiimi into distinct layers (significantly 
related to the employment of technical vocabulary) prestructures the broader 
historical horizon of Yogacara literature in meaningful ways. Yet, in the 
course of developing the present historical perspective, I had to differ in my 
assessment of important details, and with regard to the crucial question 
concerning the very origin of Yogacara-Vijfianavada as a distinct event 
demarcating it. 


202 Recapitulation 


The evidence that can now be affirmed as the result of my detailed 
investigations is that the Samdhinirmocanasitra constitutes a significant 
historical line of demarcation with regard to which it is meaningful to 
differentiate 'Early Yogacara' (= pre-Samdhinirmocanasitra) materials from a 
‘Yogacara-Vijhanavada' (= post-Samdhinirmocanasitra) conceptual apparatus. 
Naturally, this differentiation generally pertains to the broader literary 
history and philosophical development of the second Mahayana branch that 
unfolded itself in conscious contrast to the Madhyamaka branch. Yet, in 
particular, it becomes useful, or even essential, to distinguish between 'Early 
Yogacara' and 'Yogacara-Vijfianavada' materials whenever one is concerned 
with the Basic Section of the Yogacarabhiimi (or parts of it) as a textual body 
that is considered in conscious distinction to later (ie., post- 
Samdhinirmocanasitra) conceptual developments, be these developments 
identifiable as inter-polations inserted into MauBh, or be they elaborated in 
the Viniscaya-samgrahani part of the Yogacarabhiimi, or employed in any other 
(post-Samdh) Yogacara-Vijfidanavada text. 


Both expressions, Early Yogacara and Yogacara-Vijnanavada, are, 
however, merely the titles for larger distinguishable fields of philosophical 
development, the heterogeneous structures of which still invite, at best, the 
skill of proficient interpreters. 
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Samyutta-Nikaya (SN) 
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II: 26,3ff.: 163 

III: 143: 57 


IV: 372: 105 
V: 24: 105 


Savitarkadi-Bhiimi (of MauBh): Y 160-232: 127 


Savitarkadibhiimi-Viniscayasamegrahant: Y; zi 112b2-174a1: 127 


Sutanipata (Sn): 535: 105 
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129ff.: 161 
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146ff.: 165 
149: 151, 159 


Index of Sanskrit terms 


A 
akathya: 174 
akuSala: 80, 112, 118 
akrtrima: 26 
acalé (bhiimih): 168f. 
acittakaya: 58 
acetana: 57 
accha: 69 
ajara: 132 
ajata: 132, 159, 168 
ajatisamata: 159 
atathya-samvrtisatya: 34 
atikram- : 103 
atitanagata-: 144 
atindriya: 69, 86 
advaya: 173, 191 
advaya-jfiana: 187 
adhikam kr-: 196 
adhigamyate: 29 
adhipatipratyaya: 117 
adhiprajfiam prayujyate: 187f. 
adhiprajfiam Siksa: 188 
adhi-muc-: 186 
(adhimoksa, adhimukti) 
adhimucyate: 165, 186 
adhisthana: (52), 69, 71,174f., 198 
-nimittadhisthana: 174 
vikalpadhisthana: 175 
adhisthanabhava: 133, 144 
adhyatmam: 140 
anapakranta 
(cf. kayad (an)apakranta) 
anabhisamskara: 165 
anabhisamskarana: 187 
anavakaéa: 115 
anagamya: 29 
anagarika: 105 
anatman: 130, 195 
anadikala-pravrtta: 154 
anadikalika: 175, 198 
ananartha: 32 
anabhoga: 188 
anabhoga-vahana: 187 
andalaya: 105, 106 
anadlayagamin: 105 
anasritya: 29 
anasrava: 22, 114 
andsrava dharmadh: 118, 
andsrava dharmaksantih: 114 
anasrava prajiia: 114 
anitya: 129f. 


anidarSana: 67, 86 
aniruddha: 160, 167 
aniryata: 159 
anugraha-: (133) 
anugrahopaghata-: 133, 144 
anucchinna: 154 
anuttara: 132 
anutpattika-: 168, 186 
anutpattidharma-ksanti: 166, (168), 169, 
177, 185f., Ex. 34 

anutpanna: 159, 160, 166 

adyanutpannata: 168 
anutpada: 159, 163, 165, 167 

sarvadanutpada: 163 
anutpada-dharma: 30 
anupa-gam-: 195 
anuparata: 65, 73, 76,82, 83f. 
anupalabdhi: 168, 189 
anupalambha: 165, 166, 177 

anupalambha-yoga: 166 
anupatta: 144 
anupaya-kauSala: 165 
anuyoga-: 187 

(Samathanuyogata) 
anuSaya: 115 

kamaraganuSaya: 115 
anta: 195 

(ubhav antau) 
antadvaya-varjana: 190 
antara: 33 
antarabhava: 88 
anyonya-bijakam: 51, 61 
anyonya-yogaksema: 133 
anyonya-hetuka: 175 
anyonyanuvidhana: 133, 144 
apakranta 

(cf. kayad (an)apakranta) 
aparicchinna: 46 
aparicchinnakara-bhajana-vijnapti: 138 
aparinata: 66, 71 

(cf. rtipisv ....) 
aparinispanna: 187 
aparisphutamanovijhana: 51 
apavadate: 196 
apavada: 161, 174 

tattvapavada: 174 
apavadamana: 174 
apavadita: 174 
apunahkaryatva: 187 
apratigha: 86 
aprapanicita: 32 
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aprasanta-: 128 
aprasanta-laksanata: 128 
aprasanta-vhara: 128 

apradurbhava: 165 

apravrttimatra: 59 

abhava: 159, 187, 199 
abhava-svabhava: 159 

abhini-vis-: 176 

abhinivista: 130 

abhiniveSa: 130 
vyavasthapana-abhiniveSa: 130 

abhimana: 174 

abhilapa: 194 
(sarvabhilapa-vislista) 

abhilapya: 187 
(cf. nirabhilapya) 

abhisyandita: (118), 

abhiita-: 195 
abhiitaparikalpa: 195,198 

ayogaksema: 132 

artha: 

abhiprayikartha: 179 
gambhirartha: 176 
-nitartha-: 175 
neyartha: 172 
(cf. paramartha) 

arthakriya(-samartha): 37, 40 

alobha: 105 

avabodha: 168 

avavada: 178 

avastha: 89 
vipakavastha-: 147 
vasanavastha-: 147 

avikaritva: 163 

avicararamaniya: 37 

avijriapti: 86 

avidyamana: 32, 160 
(cf. vidyamana) 

avidya: 32, 127f., 130, 155 

avisamvadin: 34 

avaikalya-: 155 

avyakrta: 111,112, 113 

aSuci: 130 

asamvasya: 174 


asamvidita-sthira-bhajana-vijnapti: 137f., 


147 
asamjitika: 50 
asamjnisamapatti: 50, 55 
asat: 30 
asadbhava: 174, 190 
asadbhiita: 176, 196 
asambhava: 115 


asadhya: 31 
asthana (pa. atthana): 115 
aham: 118 
ahetu: 115 
ahetutas: 29 


>I 


akara: 22, 39, 128, 146, 189 
aparicchinakara-bhajanavijnapti: 138 
acita: 137, 149,154 
atta: 145 
atmaka-: 69, 88, 106, 127, 190 
atmakata: 174 
atman: 130, 139f., 187, 195 
atmagraha: 118, 119 
atmadrsti: 112 
atmaméana: 121, 132 
atmaSabda: 140 
atmasneha: 112 
atmabhava: 21, 111, 118, 120, 121, 131f. 
atmabhavaparigraha: 111 
atmabhavasannivista: 124 
atmabhavalaya-nimittata: 120, 124, 
131 
atmabhavopadana: 111, 142 
adarSamandala: 155 
adana: 143f. 
adattadana (pa. adinnadana): 143 
adanavijiiana: 62, 111, 122, 124, 13f., 137f, 
139, 140ff [Ex. 23], 142-148 [Ex. 
24), 158, 162, 169, 171f. (§ 87) 
adisanta: 159, 160, 167 
adhara-: 57 
adhyatmika: 140, 156 
apadyate: 174 
apayikatva: 174 
abhiprayikartha: 174 
ayatana: 67, 86 
a. adhyatmika: 67, 69, 70 
a. bahya: 67, 69, 70, 85, 86 
ayati (loc. dyatyam): 65, 75, 76, 77 
ayuh: 57 
arupyadhatu: 52, 53, 57, 63, 135ff., 143, 
146, 147f., 151f. 
aryasatya (pa. ariyasacca): 106 
alambana: 72, 93, 114, 164, 175, 179, 
180ff., 189, 198 
°-pratibhasamatra-prabhavita: 182f. 
bahyalambana (nAasti): 182 
vikalpalambana: 175, 198 
viSuddhalambana: 167, 189 
alambana-vijnapti: 93 
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alaya: 81, 82, 92, 100, 102-121 (§§ 49-64), 


124, 131f. [Ex. 21] 
alayasammudita: 104 (107) 
alayarama: 104 
unmattakalaya: 103 
khandesu Alaya- : 103 
jalalaya: 103 
dipalaya: 103 
devalaya: 103 
paficakamagundlaya: 105 
makaralaya: 103 
matalaya: 104 

alaya as corresponding to: 
upadanaskandha: 107 


sukhavedana-cum-raga: (107), 108 


satkayadrsti: (107), 108 
sthana: 114 
karanabhava: 115 
karyabhava: 115 
hetubhava: 119f. 
phalabhava: 119, 121 
*alayana: 81, 122, 154 
alaya-nimitta: 131f. 


alayavijfiana: 2, 4, 38, 41ff., [§§ 18 - 21], 
45f., [Ex. 9], [§§ 22- 27], 72ff., 


89, 91ff., [Ex. 17], 100, 137 
(cf. general index) 
aliya(n)te: 81, 115, 117, 119, 121f. 
alina: 117, 122ff. 
kayalinata: 120 
avarana: 145 
dvayavarana-laksana: 145 
aSraya: 21, 22, 106 
-aSraya (ifc.): 68, 69, 110 


asrayaparavrtti (-parivrtti): 19, 20ff., 106 


asrayopadatr: 95, 96, 111 
aSrayopadana: 111 
-afrita: 151 

namaiésrita: 151 

rupasrita: 151 

vijfidnaérita: 151 
aSritya: 144 
asrava (pa. assava): 22, 105, 118, 186 
ahara: 85 


I 


indriya: 66f., 69, 71, 72, 73, 84ff, [Ex. 16], 


93, 95, 144 
(cf. ruipindriya, etc.) 
indriya-avinirbhagin-: 144 
indriya(maha)bhiitani: 88, 89 
irana: 87 


U 

utgara (dvesdmisotgara): 174 

utpatti: 30, 144, 188 

utpattidharmata: 65, 75, 76 

utpattibija: 111 

utpanna: 29 

utpadyamana: 30 

utpada: 115 

upagrhita: 133, 144 

upacaryate: 140 

upacara: 199 
(riipopacara) 

upacita: 137, 149,154 

upanibhadya(n)te: 115, 121 

upapanna: 155 

uparata: 73 

upalabdhi: 155, 184 

upalambha: 29 
(sarvopalambha-) 

upasama: 29 
(prapaficopagama) 
(sarvopalambhopagama) 

upatta: 133, 144, 145, 148 

upadana: 85, 95, 127, 136, 143,147 
atmabhavopadana: 111, 142 
asrayopadana: 111 
namopadana: 147 
vasanopadana: 147 


sadhisthana-ripindriyopadana: 153f. 


upadana-nirodha: 143 
upadanaskandha: 85, 143 

upadaya: 67, 84, 89,120, 122, 145, 149 
upadayaprajnapti: 80 

upadatr: 111, 124 

upeksa: 13 

U 

Usnata: 87 

uisman: 57 


E 

ekajatipratibaddhabodhisatvwva: 37 

ekadharma: 177 
(ekadharma- citta-) 

ekanaya: 161 

ekayana: 161 

ekayogaksema-: 122f., 133 
(cf. yogaksema) 
ekayogaksematva: 133 
ekayogakseméartha: 133 

ekarasa: 168 

ekayana: 161 
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O/AU 

okam/anokam (pa.): 105 

ogha: 132, 138, 145 

audarika: 86 
audarika-riipa: 86 

aupabhogika, -tva: 117 


K 
kalpana: 165 
kalpita: 37 
karuna: 13 
karman: 57, 112, 118 
kuSalakuSalakarmavipaka-: 113 
karmakleSa: 155 
karmaphala-: 155 
karmasamkleSa: 124, 127 
kalala: 88, 89f., 123 
kalalartipa: 95 
kalalavastha: 89 
kalyata-: 187 
kama: 105 
arthakama: 133 
yogaksemakama: 133 
sukhakama: 133 
hitakama: 133 
kamaguna: 105 
paiicakamaguna-: 105 
kamadhatu: 52, 129, 136f., 152, 154 
kamaraganuSaya: 115 
kaya: 68, 71, 75, 88, 121, 122, 124, 
145f., 147 
kaye pralayana: 124 
kaya alayana: 124 
kaya-jivita-mana-upeksendriyani: 84 
kayappasada (pa): 68 
kayad (an)apakranta-: 55, 59, 65, 71, 
(83f. [Ex. 15]), 95 
kayalinata: 120, 123 
kayikanubhava: 95 
kayendriya: 87, 88, 89f. 
karana: 87, 115, 118 
karanabhava: 115 
karya: 118 
apunahkaryatva: 187 
karyabhava: 115f. 
kalakriya: 55 
kuSala: 80, 112 
kuSalavasana: 117 
kuSala-sasrava dharmah: 118 
kuSalantaraya: 129 
krtaka: 31 
krtrima: 31 


koti: 30 
kauSalya: 115 

sthanasthanakauSalya: 115 
kligyate: 127 
klistam manah: 19, 20, 80, 112, 118, 126 
kleSa (pa. kilesa): 21, 126-131, [Ex, 20] 
kleSabija: 145 
kleSavasana: 126 
kleSavarana: 145 
kleSasamkleSa: 186f. 
ksanti: 130, 185f. 

(cf. anutpattikadharma-ksanti) 
ksanti-pratilabdha: 168 
ksantiprapta: 168 


Kh 
khara: 87 
khyati: 31 


G 

gati: 136 
paficagatika samsara: 136 
sadgatika samsara: 136 
durgati-: 136 
sugati-: 136 

gandha: 87 

gambhira: 174, 176 

gocara (vikalpagocara): 179 

grahya: 86 


C 

caksuh: 67, 68f., 90 
cakkhupasada (pa): 68 

caksuhsrotraghranajihvakaya- 144 

caksurindriya: 85, 87, 89 

caksurdhatu: 67 

caksurvijnana: 67, 68 

catuskoti: 34 

citta: 52, 66, 122, 124, 129, 135, 137, 138, 
140f., 149f. [Ex. 25], 154, 166, 177, 
188, 195 

cittacaitasika-: 65 

cittacaitta: 133, 144 


cittaprakrti: 22 
cittamatra: 1, 3, 9ff. [Ex. 3], 23, 25, 39, 
164, 165, 177 


cittaviparyasa: 129f. 
cittaviprayuktadharma: 56 
cittaviprayuktasamskara: 58, 59 
cittotpattipratibandhana: 58, (59) 
cetana: 57 

caitasika-: 93 
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caitta-: 46, 154 
cyuta: 155 


J 

jagat: 127 

janmasamkleSa: 126f. 

jivita: 57 

jivitendriya: 56ff., [Ex. 10], 84, [Ex. 15], 
88 


jina: 29 
advaya-jnana: 187 

jfianabala: 115 

jrieya: 145 

jfieyavarala: 145 


T 
tattva: 26, 30, 32,173f. 
tatsabhaga: 89 
tathata: 22, 158, 160, 162, 163, 165, 167f., 
171, 173, 189, 196f. 
vijnaptitathata: 158, 162 
tathagata: 30, 176 
tathagatagarbha: 3, 22 
tathabhava: 163 
tathyasamvrtisatya: 34, 37 
tarka-: 170 
(yogavihita- tarkamdatra-) 
trsna (pa. tanha): 106, 118 
trisamnipata: 93 
traidhatuka: 9f., 177 


D 
dar$ana: 30 
darSanabhaga: 182 
darganamarga: 21 
durgrhita: 31, 162 
(cf. sugrhita) 
durdrsta: 31 
drs-: 30 
(samyag-, mrsa-) 
drsti: 31 
pudgaladrst: 162 
samyagdrsti: 31 
Stinyatadrsti: 31 
drstiviparyasa: 129f. 
dravya: 26, 56, 58, 59 
dravyadharma: 57 
dvesa: 174 
dvesdmisodgara: 174 


Dh 
dharma: 12, 29f., 57, 77, 92, 112, 114, 117, 
119, 149, 155, 159ff., 165, 167f., 
175f., 185f., 190 
anutpattikadharma: 168 
anutpadadharma: 30 
sarvadharma-: 117 
samkleSikadharma-: 114f. 
sasrava dharmah: 117 
dharmakaya: 106, 161, 186f. 
dharmaka4yaparinispatti-: 186f. 
dharmaksanti: 185, 186 
dharmacakrapravartana: 159f. 
dharmajiiana: 186 
dharmata: 160, 167 
dharmatva: 
vipakadharmatva: 118 
dharmadhatu: 161 
dharmanairatmya: 167, 188 
dharmabija: 114, 116 
dharmavipagsyana: 187 
dhatu: 12, 22, 86, 136, 152 
traidhatuka: 9, ,177 
(cf. also driipya-, kama-, riipa-dh.) 


N 
nadiérotavat: 154 
naman: 147, 151, 165 
naméaérita: 151 
nama-rupa: 131f. 136, 152 
namarupa-bija: 151 
namopadana: 147 
nastika: 174 
nihsvabhava: 160 
nihsvabhavata: 25 
paraméartha-nihsvabhavata: 167f. 
nikaya-sabhaga-: 89 
nitya: 129f. 
nityak4la: 167 
nimitta: 120, 131f., 158, 174 
nimitta-graha: 30 
nimitta-bhaga: 182 
nimittadisthana: 174 
nirabhilapya: 173, 187, 194, 197 
nirakara: 3 
nirukti: 84, 111, 120, 134, 145, 149 
niruddha: 32, 65f. 
nirtidha: 192 
niruipana: 85 
nirodha: 66, 106 
duhkhanirodha: 106 
asesaviraga-nirodha (pa.): 106 
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nirodhasamapatti: 12, 43, 48ff.(§§ 22-27), 
[Ex. 10], [Ex. 11], 65, 71, 72¢f., 


parinispannatva: 187 
parinispanna-bhiimi: 187 


83f. [Ex. 15], 91, 148, 152 
(contextual specification?) 
nirmocana: 160, 176 
nirvana: 29f., 132f., 165, 175, 
nirvikalpa(ta): 32, 188 
nirvrta: 159 
(cf. prakrtinirvrta) 

nirvrtta: 111 

nispatti: 187 
saksatkriy4-nispatti: 187 

nispanna: 187 

nispadyate: 89 

nitartha: 175 
(yoga-nitartha-nirdeéa) 

neyartha: 172 

nairatmya: 167 
(dharmanairatmya) 


P 

paiicendriya-grahya: 86 

padartha: 31 

paratantra-: 26, 27, 28, 34, 37, 38 

paratantra-laksana: 168, 188f. 

paratas: 29 

paramanu: 38, 86, 87 
paramanu-samcaya-: 88 

paramartha: 26, 29 

paramartha-nihsvabhavata: 167f. 

paramarthasatya: 199 

paramarthasadbhiitam: 174 

paravrtti/parivrtti: 21 

-parikalpa: 130 

parikalpay-: 139 

parikalpita-: 130, 200 


parikalpita-laksana: 168, 168, 188f. 
parikalpita-svabhava: 39, 158, 188, (200) 


pariklidyate: 95 
-parigrhita: 65 
kalyata-parigrhita: 187 
-parigraha: 111 
(a)pari-grah-: 166 
pari-jna-: 195 
parijnana: 194, 195. 
(yathabhiita-parijnana) 
parinama: 66, 125 
(santati)parinamavisesa: 125 
parinispatti-: (186), 187 


dharmakaya-parinispatti-: 186f. 


parinispanna-:37, 168, 186ff. 
(cf. aparinispanna) 


parinispanna-laksana: 162, 168, 188f. 

parinispanna(-svabhava): 34, 37 

paribhavita: 111 

parisuddha (pa. parisuddha): 187, 195 

paryavadata: 187 

paryaya: 114, 128 

paryesana: 195, 199 
(catasrah paryesanah) 

paryesya: 194 

pasada (pa.): 69 
cakkhuppasada/kayappasada: 68 
bhiitappasada: 68 

paka: 113 

paramita: 166 

pidyate: 127f. 

pudgaladrsti: 162 

ptirvakarma-nirmitatva-: 112 

-prstalabdha-jiiana: 28 

(prakrti:) vipaka-prakrtitva: 118 

prakrtinirvrta: 165, (159), 160 

prakrtiviSuddhi: 22 

prajfiapti: 58, 165, 174, 195 
nama-prajfapti-(pary)esana: 195 
(& vastu-p., svabhava-p., viSesa-p.) 

prajfiaptidharma: 58, 59 

prajiiaptimatra: 174, 177, 196 

prajiiaptivada-: 174f., 176, 190, 192f., 194 

prajfiaptivada-svabhava: 176, 191 

prajfiaptivadatmaka: 190 

prajfiaptivadasraya: 194 

prajnapyate: 59 

prajna: 12 

prajhaparamita: 166 

pratigha: 128, 131 

pratipatti: 190 

pratipadyate: 164 

pratibimba: 179f. 

pratibimbaka: 155, 164 

pratibhasa: 182f. 
alambana-pratibhasamatra- 

-prabhavita: 182f. 

pratirtipa: 179 

prativijnapti: 155 

pratisam-vid-: 115 

pratisandhi: 89, 96, 142, 144, 151 

pratisandhibandha: 142 


pratisthita: 89 

pratitya: 30 

pratityasamutpada: 127, 136, 154 [Ex. 28], 
156, 163,188 
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pratyaya (apara-pratyaya): 32 

pratyaya-upanibandha: 156 

pratyaya-vijiiana: 117 

pratyutpanna: 144 

pratyupasthita: 93 

pradhana: 174 

prapaiica: 32, 165, 175 

prapaficanirodha: 168 

prapaficopaSama: 29 

prabhavita: 164, 167, 173, 178, 180ff., 186 
vijnaptimatra-prabhavita: 164 
bhiitakoti-prabhavita: 186 

prabhasvara: 22 

prabheda: 128 

prayatna: 188 

pralaya: 111, 123 

*pralayana: 122f. 

pra-li-: 123 

*pralina-: 122f. 

prasrabdhi: 188 

pravrttivijidana: 65, 72, 73ff., 92ff. 98, 117 
pravrttivijiiana-bija: 65, 72 

prasada (cf. also pasada): 69 

prasadagrahana: 69 


Ph 
phala: 113, 118 
phalabhava: 102, 114,117, 119, 121 


B 
bala: 71, 115 
jiianabala: 115 
badhana-: 85 
bahya: 155 
bahyartha: 38f. 
bija: 53, 60f., 66, 67, 70, 72, 73, 75, 76f., 
80, 93, 97,111f., 117, 151, 171 
kleSabija: 145 
namarupabija: 151 
rupabija-: 151 
vijitanabija: 155 
sarvabija: 145 
bijatas: 87, 119 
bijaparigrhita: 65 
bijasvabhavatva: 155 
bijasraya: 110 
buddha: 13, 16, 29, 31, 37, 105f., 115, 132, 
139, 152, 156, 161, 167, 185, 195 
buddhi (balabuddhi): 30 
bodhipaksikah: 71 
bodhisattva: 13, 19, 37, 158, 165, 166ff., 
176, 186, 190, 194 


bhava: 127, 136, 143 

bhavanirodha: 143 

bhajana(-loka): 147 
aparicchinakara-bhajanavijniapti: 138 
asamvidita-sthira-bhajana-vijiapti: 63, 

137, 138, 147 

bhajana-vijriapti: 46 

bhava: 26, 29, 187, 199 
sarvabhava-: 30 

bhavana: 12 

bhavanamarga: 21,58 

bhiksu: 11, 179 

bhiita: 196 
(cf. yathabhiita, asadbhiita) 

bhiitakoti-: 186f. 
(bhiitakoti-prabhavita) 

bhiita-vikadra-visesa: 69 

bhiimi: 168, 187 


M 
madhyami pratipat: 176, 190, 191, 195 
manas: 20, 114, 138 
(cf. klistam manah) 
manovijnana: 79, 114, 126, 138 
mama: 118 
mahabhiita: 29, 58, 67f., 84, 89 
(usually 4 mahabhiitani) 
stiksmendriya-mahabhita-: 89 
mana: 128, 131 
mdaya-upama: 187 
marga (pa. magga): 105, 118, 187 
mithya: 29, 195 
mukha: 155 
muni: 31 
mila: 175 
(sarvavikalpaprapajica-miila) 
moha: 31 


Y 
yathabhiita(m): 168, 194, 195, 196f. 
yathabhitaparijnana: 195, 199 
catvari yathabhitaparijnianani: 199 
yatharutam: 161 
yana: 161 
yukti: 175 
yoga: 12, 175 
anupalambha-yoga: 166 
yoganitarthanirdeSa: 175 
yogavihita- tarkamfatra-: 170 
yoga = ogha (pa.): 132 
yogaksema: 132f. 
(cf. ekayogaksema) 
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yogaksemakama: 133 
yogacara: 10, 11, 12ff., [Ex. 4] 
yoniSomanasikara: 168 


R 
rasa: 87, 144 
raga: (107), 108, 114 
(preventing smrtyupasthana: 114) 
ruci: 130 
ruipa: 52, 67ff., 84ff., [Ex. 16], 144, 147, 
175f., 190 
rupadvaya: 30 
rupadhatu: 52, 136 
rupaprasada: 67, 68, 69 
rupabija-: 151 
rupasanghata: 87 
ruipaskandha: 84 
rupayatana: 85 
ruipalocanakriya: 68f. 
rupin: 67, 84, 86, 199 
rupindriya/rtipinindriyani: 66, 70, 82, 
84ff., [Ex.16], 92, 152 
rupisv indriyesv aparinatesu: 53, 65f. 
rupinindriyani sadhisthandani: 52f., 75, 
152, 92 
rupopacara: 199 
rupyate: 85 


L | 
laksana: 19, 32, 128, 162, 188 
(cf. paratantra-l., parikalpita-l. 
& parinispanna-l.) 
samanya-laksana: 128 


laya: 111 

loka: 10, 30, 108, 118, 144, 155, 174f., 177, 
(cf. bhajanaloka) 192 

lokottara: 195 

Vv 

varna: 87 


vastu: 26, 69, 174, 175f. [Ex. 31], 187, 190. 
[Ex. 36], 194ff. [Ex. 37], 200 
nirabhilapyasvabhavam vastu: 190 
vastumiatra: 174, 176, 189f., 191ff, 
194, 196f. 
vastumatram vidyamanam: 196 
vastumatrata: 196 
vastulaksana: 164 
vastvabhava: 174 
vasana: 80, 111, 
kuSalavasana: 117 
vasanavastha: 147 


vasanopadana: 147f. 
vahana: 187 
anabhoga-vahana: 187 
svarasa-vahana: 187 
vigama: 29 
vicikitsa: 128, 131 
vijfianabija: 155 
vidyamana: 196 
(cf. avidyamana) 
vahita: 188 
(svarasa-vahita) 
vikalpa: 165, 175, 192, 198f., 200 
vikalpagocara: 189 
vikalpadhisthana: 175, 198 
vikalpalamban: 175, 198 
vikalpyate: 200 
vijnapti: 158, 163, 164 
vijfiaptitathata: 158, 163, 171, 189 
vijnaptitattva: 163 
vijnaptimatra: 4, 19, 54, (158), 162, 163, 
164f., 177f., 180ff., 189 
Vijfiaptimatraprabhavita: 164, 180ff. 
vijfiaptimatrata: 158, 162, 163, 177f., 
189, 191 
vijnaptimatratva: 179 
vijnana: 29, 52, 55, 57ff., 60f., 65, 66, 
76f., 79f., 83f.,[Ex. 15], 93, 96f., 
[Ex. 18], 113, 127, 137, 151f., 
178, 180ff., 199 
(see: alaya-; vipaka-; pratyaya-; 
sarvabijakam ...) 
aupabhogikam vijfianam: 117 
sarvabijakam vijnanam: 62f. 
vijnapayati: 164 
vinaya: 175 
vipakti: 113 
vipacyate: 113 
viparinama: 85 
viparyaya: 32 
viparyasa: 128ff. 
(citta-v., drsti-v., 
samjna-v.) 
viparyasa-miila: 131 
viparyasa-nisyanda: 131 
vi-pas-: 187 
vipasyana: 187, 188 
dharmavipasyana: 187 
vipaka: 76,93, 96, 110, 111, 112ff. (§ 60), 
147 
(see: sarvabijakam ...) 
vipakadharmatva: 118 
vipakaprakrtitva: 118 
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vipakaprakrtitva: 118 
vipakaja-: 96 
vipakaparinama: 113f. 
vipakavijiiana: 112 
vipakasamerhita: 96 
vipakavastha: 147 
vipadaka: 174 
vipadyate: 174 
vipulata: 136 
vimuktikaya: 161 
virahita: 190 . 

(svabhavena virahitam) 
virtidhi: 136 
vivrta: 159 
viSuddhdlambana: 167, 189 
visuddhi: 22, 165. 
visesa: 30 
visaya: 29, 69, 86, 87,93, 155 
visayaparamanu-: 87 
visadrSa: 113 
vedana: 136, 144 
vedanotpattydsrayariipa-: 144 
vrtti: 111 
vrddhi: 136 
-vyatimisra: 89 
vyavadana: 127, 129 
vyavadayate: 128 
vyavasthapana-: 130 
vyavasthitatva: 187 
vyavahara: 29 
vyakrta: 113 
vyapana: 121 


§ 
$akti: 80 
Samatha: 187f. 
Sarira: 21 
santa: 30, 32 
(cf. Adisanta) 
Siksa: 188 
(adhiprajitam Siksa) 
Siva: 29 
SukraSonitapinda: 89, 96 
Suci: 130 
Stinya: 31, 181,190 
arthasiinya: 181 
Siinyata: 13, 25, 31, 162, 167, 169, 174, 
190, [Ex. 36], 191, 197 
sarvadharmasiinyata: 167, (169) 
Stinyatasamadhi: 190 


S 
samvrti-: 26, 27, 29ff., 33, 167, 169 
samvrtisatya: 30, 31, 199 
samsara: 30, 106, 114, 136, 143, 154£., 159, 
175, 189 
paiicagatika s.: 136 
sadgatika s.: 136 
samsara-pravrtti: 89 
samsthdna: 87 
sakala-: 105 
samkle$a: 126ff. [Ex. 20], 129, 130 
(kleSa-s.; karma-s., janma-s.) 
samkleSayati: 129 
samghata-paramanu: 87 
sacittaka-: 50 
sacittaka samapattih: 83 
sacetana: 144 
Sajiva: 144 
samcaya-: 88 
-samjfiaka: 194 
samjna: 129f. 
samjfia-parikalpa: 130 
samjna-parikalpita: 130 
samjna-viparyasa: 129f. 
sat: 26 
satkayadrsti: (107), 108 
satyadvaya: 34, 37 
as topic: 29ff. 
sattvah: 118, 119 
sadbhava: 190 
(cf. asadbhava) 
sadbhiita: 174 
sadhdarana-: 87 
sanidarSana: 67, 85 
santati: 107 
santati-parindmavisesa: 126 
samdhaya: 167 
samdhaya-vacana: 176 
samdhi: 160, 162, 167, 176 
samdhi-nirmocanata: 176 
-samnisraya (ifc.): 67, 129 
sapratigha: 67, 85, 86 
sabhaga: 89 
samakala: 89 
samavarudhyate: 29 
samadhi: 177, 187, 188, 190 
parinispanna-samadhi: 188 
Siinyata-samadhi: 190 
samapatti: 55, 58, 83 
samépatticitta: 58, 59 
samapanna: 65f. 
saméaropa: 161 
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samaropayati: 196 
saméaropita: 176 
saméahita: 195 
(samahite citte) 
sambhava: 115 
sammirch-: 95, 123 
sarva: 31,111, 171, 175, 190 
sarvatraga-: 164 
sarvada: 117 
sarvadanutpada: 163 
sarvadrsti: 31 
sarvadharma-: 72, 93, 114, 115, 117. 159, 
160, 167 
sarvadharmasiinyata: 167 
sarvadhatu-gati-yoni-jati-: 113 
sarvabija: 145 
sarvabijakam: 96, 110, 111, 112f. 
sarvabijakam alayavijfianam: 110, 111 
sarvabijakam cittam: 46, 62, 134f., 136, 
141, 149f. [Ex. 25], 153f., 164f. 
169, 172f. 
sarvabijakam vijfianam: 62f., 89, 96,121, 
125, 135, 144, 150ff. 


(from proto-s. v. to proper Ss. v:: 


135, 150ff. Ex. 26) 

sarvabijakam vipakavijnanam: 112 
sarvabijalaya-: 115, 120 
sarvabhava: 30 
sarva-vikalpa-prapafica-miila: 175 
°-sémklesikadharmabija-sthanatva-: 114 
sarvabhilapa-viSslista: 194 
sarvabhilasa-: 190 
sakara-: 3 
saksatkriya-nispatti-: 187 
samkleSika-: 114f. 
sadhisthana: 70, 75 

(cf. adhisthana) 
sadhisthana-rupindriyopadana: 153f. 
samarthya-: 89, 96 
samanya-laksana: 128 
sdsrava-: 118, 

sasrava dharmah: 117 
sukha: 130 
sugrthita: 197 

(sugrhita Stinyata) 
stiksma: 86, 87 

sustiksma: 30 
stiksmendriya-mahabhiita-: 89 
siicaka (abhimanajirna-sticaka): 174 
siitravirodha: 189 
sendriya-: 87, 89,96,121 
sendriya-kaya: 51f., 53, 121 


skandha: 85, 104, 111, 131 
skandhadhatvayatana-vasana- 
-paribhavita: 111 
sthana: 114, 115, 
sthiti: 190 
(cittasya sthiti) 
sthira: 63, 137f£., 147 
(asamvidita-sthira-bhajana-vijiiapti) 
sneha: 87, 112 
sparSa: 93, 136 
sprastavya: 87, 144 
smrtyupasthana: 114, 195 
svatas: 29 
svabhava: 26, 31, 86, 162, 175, 188ff., 192 
prajfiaptivada-svabhava: 176 
nirabhilapya-svabhavata: 196 
svabhavatas: 30 
bijasvabhavatas: 155 
svabhavatva: 155 
(kleSa-s.; ksetra-s.) 
svabhavatraya: 4, 19, 25, 33, 34, 38, 129, 
162, (168), 171, 189, 192 
svarasa: 187f. 
svarasa-vahana: 187 
svarasa-vahita: 188 
svalaksana: 176 
svavijiianotpatti-: 87 
svasamvitti/svasamvedana: 38 
svikrta: 144 


H 

hi: 56, 65 

hetu: 112,f., 115, 118, 155 
anyonyahetuka: 175 

hetupratyaya: 26, 117, 155 

hetubhava: 102, 115, 117, 119, 120f. 

hetusadréa: 131 | 

hetiipanibandha: 156 
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AbhidharmakoSa(bhasya): 45, 51; cf. Index locorum for spec. passages in this & other texts 
Abhidharmasamuccaya: 47, 127 (deviating from MAV) 
Abhidharmasamuccayabhasya: 55 
Abhidharmasiitra: 47, 117, 145, 156 
Abhisamacarika: 10 
Abhisamayalankaraloka (AAA): 123 
absence of intrinsic nature (nihsvabhavata): 24, 159, 160, 161f., 167, 171f., 188f. 
Acintyastava: 24, 26ff. (§§ 11-14, 17) 
*Adi-visesa-vibhaga-siitra: 125 
agama: 3, 24f., 60f., 63, 125 
alaya: [see also Index of technical terms for this & other notions] 
home(-ground)/place/attachment (alaya): 102, 103f., 105f. 
Asantiga's account of alaya: 107-109 
connotation of 'home-ground’ in dlayavijfiana: 111f. 
Sthiramati's account of alaya: 113-117 
alaya as "basic possibility of establishment" (sthana): 114, 115 
alaya as latency: 120ff. 
alaya as hetubhava and karyabhava: 116ff. 
alayavijnana: 
“plausibility of the name dlayavijiiana": 47, 79, 81f., 100, 134 (§ 66) 
"inevitability of introducing a new concept of vijiiana": 55, 81f., 100f., 158, 159ff. 
(§§ 74ff., esp. §§ 84-86) 
al. as latent consciousness: 102, 110, 111, 115, 116f., 118f., 120ff., 137 
al. interpolations in Mauli Bhiimi: 43, 98f. 
Schmithausen's Initial Passage as interpolation: 77f., 79, 97ff. 
al. as systematically adumbrated in the Initial Passage: 76f. 
al. as related to the indriyas: 71, 72, 91, 98, 94f., 96 
al. and heterogeneous repotentialization (vipaka): 77, 96, 112, 113 
al. and vipakavijiiana: 124f. (Ex. 19) 
al. as associated with the bijas of sdsrava dharmah: 117 
al. getting physically linked-up: 89f., 120f., 122ff., 136f. 
al. as hetubhava and karyabhava: 119, 121f. 
al. and atmabhava: 131f. (Ex. 21) 
Vasubandhu's PSk-definition of al.: 120f. 
Samdh. V.3 definition of al.: 122f., 136-137. 
al. as subliminal consciousness (sarvabijakam vijfianam): 134, 135, 140ff. 
al. (as embodiment of temporality) and the notion of a flow: 73, 76f., 138 
al. as structurally correlated to adanavijnana & citta: 134f., 137, 140ff., 169 
al. as correlated to the vijfiaptimatra ontology: 164f., 171 
al. and possible Samkhya influence: 109, 111, 123 
alayavijnana-pravrttivijnana model of consciousness: 72, 75, (71f., 73f.), 76, 77, 92, 93, 94, 
95, 98f., 100, 109, 110, 116f., 121, 129, 154 
alayavijnana misconceived 
al. misconceived as one that is "sticking in ...": 48, 49f., 53, ZO0f., 72, 73, ZZ, 81f., 84, 
94f., 102, 141, 146 
al. misconceived as one the meaning of which is unknown in Y.-V.: 47, 78 
al. misconceived as a concept about the significance of which 
its authors were unconscious: 47, 53f., 62, 9Z, 109 
al. misconceived as originating in the context of nirodhsamépatti: 48ff., 54, 60, 61, 
74, 82 
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al. misconceived as being geared to a non-mahayana Early Yogacara ontology 
(i.e. to the exegetical stage of the Basic Section): 49, 54, 78, 93, 97f., 99, 100 
al. misconceived as a modified fragmentary version of the bi-polar bija model: 53, 
5A, 60f., 62, 72, 82, 97, 99 
al. misconceived as a rival concept competing with the notion of 4danavijnana: 62, 
141f., 152 
Alayavijiiana-theory: 5f., 41-79 [§§ 18-47] 
anticipation /anticipative dharmas (asrava/sasrava dharmah): 22, 114, 117, 118, 186 
anusaya-paryavastana relation: 128f. 
Anguttara-Nikaya (AN): 132 
anutpanna-ontology: 29ff., 159, 161f., 177, 185 
non-originatedness as intrinsic emptiness of all noemata: 167 
(cf.: phenomenological reduction to the dharmas as unoriginated) 
apperceptions (upalambha): 165 
appropriating consciousness (4danavijfiana): 137, 142ff. [Ex. 24], 171-72 [§ 87] 
Aryadeva: 27 
Asanga: 8, 13, 15, 16, 20, 41, 45, 51, 106f., 109, 127 
assimilation (upadana) of factors of existence: 85, 95, 107, 111, 127, 133, 143, 144f., 
147f., 153f., 
Astasahasrika Prajiaparamita: 9f., 123 
from Asta to Samdh: 9f. (Ex. 3) 
Basic Section (= Mauli Bhiimi): 2, 7, 13, 41ff., 47, 50, 54, 76, 78f., 92ff., 97ff.., 100, 111, 124, 
142, 150, 202 
Being-as-such (tathata): 22, 158, 163, 167f., 171, 189, 196, 197z-z 
Bhadanta: 86 
Bhadrapalasiitra: 9, 
Bhavasankrantistitra (BhSS): 176 
Bhavya (Bhavaviveka): 3f., 14f., 27f., 33, 36, 37, 38, 39, 169, 174f. 
Bhiksuni-Vinaya: 10 
bhiksur yogi yogacara-: 11 
biophysical/sensory capacities (riipinindriyani): 52, 70, 84ff. (Ex. 16), 92, 96 
bi-polar bija-model: 48, 52, 53, 56, 60f., 62f. 70, 72f., 75, (80,) 82, 98, 99, 135. 
from the bi-polar bija-model to subliminal consciousness: 135f., 150f., 1536. 
Bodhicittavivarana: 24, 36ff. [§§ 15-17] 
Bodhisattvabhiimi (BoBh): 2, 9, 10, 18, 42, 101, 162f., 166f., 170, 173ff. [Ex. 31], 190 [Ex. 36], 
191ff. [Ex. 37] 
Bodhisattvabhimiviniscayasasamgrahani (BoBhVinSg): 16, 18, 42f. 
body: see: organism, sensory 
consciousness (not) departed from the body: 55, 57, 59 
consciousness assuming / processing a body: 88ff. 
Buddhaghosa: 58, 68, 69, 84 
Buddhapilita: 27 
Candrakirti: 3, 15, 24, 27£., 30f., 38, 39, 159, 163, 172 
Catuhstava: 26 
cittamatravadin: 15 
(cf. s.v. psyche/the [purely] psychic) 
consciousness 
experiential consciousness (aupabhogikam vijfidanam) 
in artipyadhatu: 52 
in nirodhasamépatti: 52ff., 55ff., 58f. 
assuming a physical basis: 88ff., 136f. 142ff. 
being latently present in a [biophysical] organism: 121, 123f., 137 
(not) departed from the body: 55ff., 59, 71, 83 
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experiential consciousness (aupabhogikam vijfianam): 117 
conditional consciousness (pratyayavijiiana): 117 
consciousness/ cognitive process 
actual cognitve process (pravrttivijfiana): 71, 72f., 76, 92ff., 117, 154, 199 
see also: alayavijiiana-pravrttivijiana model of consciousness 
consciousness associated with all bijas: see: subliminal consciousness 
from proto-sarvabijakam vijianam to proper sarvabijakam vijianam: 135f. (§ 69-70), 
150ff. (Ex.26) 
constituent: see: fundamental constituent (dhatu) 
constitution: see: sphere of cognitive constition (dhatu) 
contemplative attainment of [total] suspension of [psychic activities] (nirodhasamépatti): 12, 
43, 48, 52, 53, 54, S5ff., 59ff., 65, 73, 75ff., 81f., 83, etc. 
conventional level of reality (samvrti/vyavahara): 26f., 28ff., 33f., 39, 167, 169, 199 
Darstantika: 61 
Daégabhiimikastitra (DBhS): 9f., 168, 187 
DaSsottarasiitra (DaSo): 115 
death vs. nirodhasamapatti: 55ff. [Ex. 10], 74f., 83f. [Ex. 15] 
designation /concept (prajfiapti): 38, 58f., 80, 165, 174 
the purely designative (prajiiaptimatra): 196 
designative proposition (prajfiaptivada): 174ff., 190, 192, 194 
Dhammasangani (Dhs): 67f. 
Dharmadinnasitra: 53, 60f., 74, 81, 83f. [Ex. 15] 
Dharmasangitisitra: 9 
Dharmaskandha: 59 
diachronic perspective: 45f., 76f., 79f. [Ex. 13], 98, 158ff. [§§ 73ff.] 
double bind construction (syntactic): 179, 186 
doxa/dogmatic view (drsti): 31, 108, 128, 130f. 
doxographical terms/systems: 4, 10ff. [Ex. 4], 28, 38 
distortions, four (viparydsa): 128ff. [Ex. 20] 
drives / desires /sensual attractions (kama): 105, 133 
(cf. also: sphere of drives (kamadhatu)) 
dysfunction[ality], psychic ([sam]kleSa): 21, 22, 126-131 [Ex. 20], 145, 155, 186 
Early Yogacara: 2, 3, 8, 51, 52, 53, 56ff., 60ff., 66f, 70, 84, 93, 96ff. [Ex. 18], 100, 109, 126, 
128f., 135, 150ff. [Ex. 26], 162, 170, 175, 190f., 197ff. 
Early Yogacara non-mahayana ontology: 99, 150ff. (Ex. 26) 
Early Yogacara Mahayana ontology: 162f., 170, 173ff., 190 (Ex. 36), 191ff. (Ex. 37) 
Ego, notion of 'T’: 112, 118f., 130, 139, 140 
emptiness (Siinyata): 31f., 167f., 190, 191 
entity /ens: see: something-being-present 
existence: 
two existentially extreme situations (ariipyadhatu & nirodhasamapatti): 52f. etc. 
(cf. sphere of formlessness & contemplative attainment of total suspension) 
(cf. also references s.v. bi-polar bija-model) 
individual basis of existence (atmabhava): 121, 131f. (Ex. 21), 142f., 144 
modes of existence (gati): 136 
fundamental attentiveness (yoniSomanasikara): 163, 168, 196 
fundamental constituent (dhatu) [of phenomenological experiences, such as eye-sight, etc.]: 
39, 67, 86 
fundamental constitution of the dharmas (dharmadhatu): 161 
gatha: 25, 138-139 (Samdh V.7), 144, 145, 153, 172 
Gunabhadra: 25 
Haribhadra: 3 
Hegel, G. W. F. ("Wissenschaft der Logik"): 197, 198 
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hermeneutical etymology (nirukti): 84f., 134, 145, 149 

hermeneutical mid realization (madhyami pratipat): 176, 190, 191, 195 

hermeneutical position of Samdh: 160ff., 163ff., 166ff., 177 (Ex.32) 

hermeneutical position of TAPat/BoBh: 162. 173ff. (Ex. 31), 190f. (Ex. 36), 191 ff. (Ex. 37) 
home-ground/place/attachment: see s.v. dlaya 

Husserl, Edmund: 9, 114, 138, 200, 

imaginatively constructed [characteristic] (parikalpita[laksana]): 163, 168, 188, 189 
indriyas: (see index of technical terms) 

in relation to bijas: 70 

nature of [sensory] capacities (indriya): 67ff. (§§ 31ff.), 86ff. 

indriya as power: 71 

indriyas at death: Ex. 15 

capacity of [nervous] organization: 88ff. 

indriya in relation to alayavijfana: 93, 94ff. 

(see also s.v. alayavijiana, biophysical/sensory capacities) 
Initial Passage (I. P.): 41, 43, 44, 47-55, [§§ 22-27], 55f., 59, 61f., 65-79 (§§ 28-47; ed. in § 28], 

92ff., 96ff. [Ex. 18], 100, 109, 135 

I. P.'s systematic adumbration of alayavijiiana: 76f. 

LP. as (late) interpolation: 77ff., 97ff. 
Jnanasarasamuccaya: 3 
karma-phala- (continuum): 46, 58, 125 
Kamaalas&ila: 3 
Kant, Immanuel: 192-200 [Ex. 37] 

Kritik der reinen Vernunft: 193, 194 

Prologomena: 193, 194, 196 
Karmasiddhiprakarana (KSi): 14, 18, 125, 156 
KaSyapaparivarta (KP): 31, 159, 162, 176, 190, 191 
Kyzy] Yoga treatise: 12 
Lankavatarasitra (LAS): 3, 14, 23ff., 26, 27, 36, 37, 40, 157 

"Ur-LAS": 23 
Lankavatarasiitra-theory: 5, 23- 25 [§§ 9f.; Ex. 7], 40, 201 
latency: 

as related to santati-parinama-visesa: 80 

as related to alayavijfiana: 102, 110, 111, 121, etc. 

(cf. s.v. alayavijiana) 

similarity to a corresponding Samkhya concept: 111, 123 
Leibniz, G. W. ("Pourquoi il y a plut6t quelque chose que rien?"): 165, 171 
life-force (jivitendriya): 56, 57f., 83, 88 
Lokaksema: 9 
Lokottaraparivarta: 9 
ITa ba'i khyed par: 28 
Madhyamaka: 27ff. 

Madhyamaka logic: 32 
Madhyamaka ontology: 27-32, (159), 162 
Madhyamakahrdayakarika (MHK)/Tarkajvala, 

V. YogacaratattvaviniScayapariccheda: 14f., 38, 39, 169, 174 
Madhyamakaratnapradipa (MRP): 3, 36ff. 
Madhyamakavatara(bhasya) (MAv(Bh)): 15, 30f., 39. 172 
Madhyantavibhaga: 3, 127 (contrast to AS & Y) 
Madhyantavibhagabhasya (MAVBh) 

Madhyantavibhaga-tika (MAVT) 
Mahatanhasankhayasutta: 85 
Mahavedallasutta: 57 
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Mahayana ontology 
in general: 101, 159ff., 162f., 165ff., 168ff. 
as pre-Samdh non-yogacara Mahayana ontology: 29ff., 159, 162, 165f. 
(cf. also anutpanna- & Madhyamaka ontology) 
see also: Early Yogacara Mahayana ontology 
see also: Samdhinirmocanasiitra's ontological intention 
see also: tathagatagarbha-ontology 
see also: Yogacara-Vijnanavada ontology 
see also: Yogacara-Madhyamaka 
Mahayanasamgraha: 3, 47, 127 (contrast to MAV & Y) 
Mahayanasamgraha-bhasya (MSegrBh): 181f., 192 
Mahayanasamgraha-Upanibandhana (MSerU): 181f. 
Mahayanasitralankaralbhasya] (MSAI[Bh)): 3, 10, 15, 136, 168, 177, 196 
Mahiéasaka: 156 
Majjhima-Nikaya (MN): 132 
matter [organic], physical/sensory /visible form (riipa): 52, 67, 68f., 84-90 (Ex. 16), 93, 144, 
149, 151. 175, 
proto-embryonic matter (kalalartipa): 93, 89f. 
proto-psychophysical formation (namariipa): 131f., 136 
metaphorical attribution (upacara): 199 
Mauli Bhiimi (MauBh) (cf. Basic Section): 2, 7, 41ff., 47, 63, 93f., 98, 127, 129 
Miilamadhyamakakarikah: 24, 29ff. [§ 12], 36 
Milasarvastivada/-vadin: 60, 74f. 
Nagarjuna: 5, 14, 23-40 (§§ 9-17), 159, 162, 191 
neurotic inclination (anuSaya): 129 
nihilist (nastika): 174 
nirakaravada: 3 
nirvana: 29f., 106, 159, 160, 165f., 175 
Nivrtti Portion (of VinSg): 61 
noema (dharma): 114 
noematic reference point (alambana): 72, 93, 114, 164, 167, 175, 179ff., 182ff., 189 
noetic constitution: 163, 164f., 169, 177, 189 
ontology of purely noetic constitution vijfiaptimatra): see Y.-V. ontology 
introductory passage of vijiiaptimatra: 177-185 (Ex. 33) 
noetic constitution of the participated surroundings /life-world horizon (°bhajana-vijfiapti): 
46, 63, 137f., 147 
non-apperception (anupalambha/anupalabdhi): 166, 168, 177, 189 
quiescence of apperceptions (upalambhopagama): 29 
non-origination: see: anutpanna-ontology 
Nyayanusara: 48, 118 
object: 
external object: 39 
perceptual locus/field /object (visaya): 30, 69f., 86, 87, 93, 155 
intentional object (artha): 38f. 
external object sphere (bahyam ayatanam): 85f. 
Occam's razor: 54 
ontological difference: 163, 165, 166ff., 169 
ontology: see Mahayana ontology 
organism 
sensory organism (kaya): 52, 87, 121, 123, 136f., 145 
evolution of a sensory organism: 87ff. 
Paficaskandhabhasya (PSkBh): 120f., 131 
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Paficaskandhaka model: 59 
Payicaskandhaprakarana /°skandhaka (PSk): 115, 120, 122f., 124, 131f., 141, 149 
Pajicaskandhopanibandha (PSkU): 120f., 131 
Pajicavastuka: 51, 59 
Pajicavastuka classification: 59 
Paiicavijidanakayamanobhiimi-VinSg (PVK-MBh-VinSg): 51, 53, 55, 58, 67, 70, 74 
PaficavimSatisahasrika Prajfiaparamitasiitra: 19 
parinispanna ontological level: 188f. (Ex. 35) 
Pariprecha-nama-éastra: 51, 83 
pascatyah: 11 
passive constitution: 137f. 
perfectly manifest [characteristic] (parinispanna[laksana]): 34, 158, 162, 167f., 186f., 
188f. (Ex. 35) 
phenomenological reduction: 114 
phenomenological reduction to the dharmas as unoriginated: 186, (168f.) 
physical/sensory form (riipa): see s.v. matter ... 
possibility of establishment (sthana): 115 
potentiality (bija): 53, 70, Z1f., 76f., 80, 89, 93, 96, 110, 112, 116, 119, 151, 155f., 171 
see also: bi-polar bija-model 
see also: subliminal consciousness (= sarvabijakam vijiianam) 
Prajfiaptisastra: 86 
Prajiiapradipa: see Index locorum 
Prasannapada (PrasP):see Index locorum 
Pratityasamutpada-(adi-vibhanga-nirdeSa-)vyakhya: 14, 48, 156f. 
Pratityasamutpada-analysis: 127 
Pratyutpanna-buddha-sammukhavasthita-samadhi-siitra (PrBuSASS): 9f., 13, 159, 165, 177 
Pravrtti Portion (of VinSg): 53, 54, 61, 138, 146f. 
Proof Portion (of VinSg): 98, 146 
propensity ["impregnated propensity") (vasand ): 80, 111, 117, 121, 126, 129, 147, 171 
psyche/the psychical (citta): 50, 52¢ 
the purely psychical (cittamdatra): 9f., 23, 39, 177 
psycho-somatic functional unity (cf. ekayogaksema): 133 
purification (vyavadana): 129 
purity (viSuddhi): 165 
original purity (prakrtivisuddhi): 22 
diaphanously clear noematic reference point (viSuddhalambana): 167, 189, 
purvacarya: 8, 15, 51f. 
Rahulabhadra: 123 
Ratnagotravibhaga[vyakhya] (RGV(V)): 3, 22 
Ratnameghasiitra: 159 
Rebirth = Linking up (pratisandhi) another existence": 52, 88, 89, 95f., 118, 136, 142f., 144f, 
151, (154ff.) 
relative (intrinsic nature) /level of reality (paratantra): 26f., 28,: 33f., 158, 168, 188 
Repotentialization of intentional experiences as 
heterogeneous repotentialization (vipaka): 76f., 93, 96, 110, 112f. (§ 60), 114, 116, 
124ff., 147, (152) 
Revatasitra: 11, 179 
revealed / manifested (prabhavita): 164, 167, 173, 180ff. (Ex. 33) 
Saddharmapundarikasiitra (SDhPuw): 11, 159 
sakaravada: 3 
Salistambasiitra (Sal): 154ff. 
Samadhirajasiitra: 159 
Samahita Bhiimi: 41, 47, 65 
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Samdhinirmocanasitra: 2, 4, 6f., 9f., 16ff., [Ex. 5], 25, 42£., 47f., 54, 74, 79, 80, 100, 106, 112, 
122ff., 125f., 134-140 (§§ 66-72), 138, 142. 158-172 (§§ 73-87) 
from Asta to Samdh: 9f. (Ex. 3) 
Samdhinirmocanasitra's ontological intention: 101, 158-172 (§§ 73-87) 
(i.e. introduction of Y.-V. ontology) 
Samdhinirmocana-thesis: 4, 6, 19, 23, §§ 48-87 
Samkhya (influence): 109, 111, 123 
samsara: 30, 79, 89, 105, 106, 114, 136, 143, 154f., 159, 175, 189 
Samyuktagama: 69 
Samyutta-Nikaya (SN): 132 
Sanghabhadra: 48, 60f., 118 
Sangitiparyaya: 59 
Santaraksita: 3, 26, 33 
Sarvastivadin: 11, 56ff., 69, 84, 128 
Sautrantika: 1, 21, 48, 51, 52f., 56f., 58f., 61, 66, 68ff., 80, 84, 86f., 125f., 128, 146 
Savitarkadi-Bhiimi: 127 
Schelling, F. W. J.: 199 
sensitivity (prasada): 67ff. 
Skandhila: 144 
something-being-present/entity /[pure] ens (vastu[mdatra]): 69, 174ff. (Ex. 31), 187, 193-199 
(Ex. 37), 200 
from vastumatra to visuddhalambana: 189 
sphere of cognitive constitution (dhatu): 9f., 22, 113, 177 
sphere of drives (kamadhatu): 88, 95, 129, 136, 154 
sphere of formlessness (artipyadhatu): 52f., 57, 63, 82, 135, 136f., 147, 151f., 154 
Sravakabhiimi (SrBh): 2, 7, 11, 21, 42, 57, 132, 179, 187f. 
Sravakayana: 13, 109, 111, 150 
Sthiramati: 4, 14f., 56, 89, 102, 106, 113ff., 115ff., 121, 127, 131f., 145, 147, 189, 190 
subliminal consciousness (= sarvabijakam vijfidnam, "c. endowed with all potentialities") 
introduction in Samdh V: 124ff., 134, 135ff., 140, 152f., 156, 171 
from the bi-polar bija-model to subliminal consciousness: 135f., 150f., 153f. 
structural significance of its elements in Samdh V: 140ff. (Ex. 23), 148, 150ff. (Ex. 26) 
as correlated to the vijiiaptimatra ontology: 164f. 
Sukhavativytha: 10 
Sumati$ila: 125 
Sutrasamuccaya (SuSam): 24f., 159, 161, 165 
svabhavatraya ontology: 33, 34 (Ex. 8), 161f. (§ 76), 167f. (§ 82), 171, 188f. (Ex. 35), 192 
synchronic perspective: 45f., 76f., 79f. (Ex. 13), 158ff. (§§ 73ff.) 
Tarkajvala: see Madhyamakahrdayakarika 
tathagatagarbha-ontology: 22 
Tathagatagarbhasitra (TGS): 22 
Tattvarthapatala: 34, 101, 162f., 172f., 173-176 (Ex. 31), 189, 190 (Ex. 36), 191-199 (Ex. 37) 
Tattvasiddhi: 26 
Theravada/-vadin: 68, 128 
thing-in- itself: 176, 193ff. 
Third Turning /Promotion of the Wheel of Dharma: 139, 161 (§ 75) 
transmigration/transmigratory existence: 30, 89, 136, 154ff. [Ex. 28] 
transmutation of one's existential foundation (aSrayaparivriti): 20, 21f., 106 
Trimsikakarika/TrimSikabhasya (Tr/TrBh): see Index locorum 
true reality (tattva): 30, 32, 163, 173f. 
yathatattvam = yathabhiitam: 195 
ultimate sense/reality (paramartha): 26, 28ff., 167f., 169, 174, 188, 195, 199 
unborn (ajata): 159, 168 
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unoriginated: see: anutpanna-ontology 

Vaibhasika: 11, 15, 21, 69f., 86 

Vastusamgrahani: 151 

Vasubandhu (Kogakara): 8, 15, 21, 58, 69, 85f., 112, 115, 120f., 122, 124, 125f., 156f., 200 

Vasumitra: 50f., 58, 59, 67, 83f. (Ex. 15) 

Vibhdasa: 10, 51, 81 

Vibhanga (Vibh): 67 

Vijnanavada: 1, 4 

Vijnanavadin: 15, 38 

VimalakirtinirdeSasiitra (Vkn): 185 

VimSatika(bhasya): 9, 66, 80 

ViniScayasamgrahani: 2, 18, 42f., 47, 55f., 63, 129 

Visuddhimagga (VisM): 58, 68, 129 

Vyakhyayukti: 14, 120, 156f. 

YaSomitra: 4, 14f., 21, 51, 58, 60, 69f., 85f., 87, 112, 115, 126, 195 

Ye Ses sde: 28 

Yogacara: 1, 4, 7ff., 10ff., (Ex. 4), 38, 66 

yogacaro bhiksuh: 11 

Yogacara-Studies: 6ff. 

Yogacarabhiimi: 2, 6ff., (Ex. 1, Ex. 2), 16, (Ex. 5), 20, 41, 42£., 45, 99, 106, 125, 141f., 151, 177, 

192, 201f. 

Yogacarabhiimi (Buddhasena): 12f. 

Yogacarabhiimi (Sangharaksa): 11ff. 

Yogacarabhiimivyakhya (YVy): 122f. 

Yogacara-Madhyamaka: 28, 34, (Ex. 8), 37, 39 

Yogacara-Vijnanavada/°vadin (Y.-V.): 1f., 3, 8ff., 19ff., (Ex. 6), 23, 37f., 40, 47, 98f., 106, 

112, 123, 126, 128, 164, 171, 173, 191, 201f. 

Yogacara-Vijiianavada ontology: 3, 27f., 46, 94, (101), 150, 158ff. (§§ 78ff.), 177ff. (Ex. 33), 
(= vijfiaptimatra ontology 188, 189 
= svabhavatraya ontology) 

yogavacara (pa.): 10 

Yuktisastika (YS): 28 


